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Notices 


(1) Applications and correspondence relating to applications to the Commission 
should be sent to the Executive Secretary at the address given on the inside of the 
front cover and on the Commission website. English is the official language of the 
Bulletin. Please take careful note of instructions to authors (present in a one or two 
page form in each volume) as incorrectly formatted applications will be returned to 
authors for revision. The Commission’s Secretariat will answer general nomencla- 
tural (as opposed to purely taxonomic) enquiries and assist with the formulation of 
applications. As far as it can, the Secretariat will check the main nomenclatural 
references in applications. Correspondence should be by e-mail to ‘iczn@nhm.ac.uk’ 
where possible. 

(2) The Commission votes on applications eight months after they have been 
published, although this period is normally extended to enable comments to be 
submitted. Comments for publication relating to applications (either in support or 
against, or offering alternative solutions) should be submitted as soon as possible. 
Comments may be edited. 

(3) Requests for help and advice on the Code can be made direct to the 
Commission and other interested parties via the Internet. Membership of the 
Commission’s Discussion List is free of charge. You can subscribe and find out more 
about the list at http://list.afriherp.org/mailman/listinfo/iczn-list. 

(4) The Commission also welcomes the submission of general-interest articles on 
nomenclatural themes or nomenclatural notes on particular issues. These may deal 
with taxonomy, but should be mainly nomenclatural in content. Articles and notes 
should be sent to the Executive Secretary. 


New applications to the Commission 


The following new applications have been received since the last issue of the 
Bulletin (volume 62, part 4, 16 December 2005) went to press. Under Article 82 of 
the Code, existing usage of names in the applications is to be maintained until the 
Commission’s rulings on the applications (the Opinions) have been published. 

CASE 3365: Atractus Wagler, 1828 and A tractus trilineatus Wagler, 1828 (Reptilia, 
Serpentes): proposed precedence over Brachyura Kuhl, 1820 and Brachyorrhos kuhli 
Boie in Schlegel, 1826. M.S. Hoogmoed & J.M. Savage. 

CASE 3366: Cisseis Gory & Laporte, 1839 and Curis Gory & Laporte, 1838 
(Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed conservation. C.L. Bellamy. 

CASE 3367: Curculio contractus Marsham, 1802 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed 
conservation of the specific name. M.G. Morris. 

CASE 3368: Eatoniella Dall, 1876 and EATONIELLIDAE Ponder, 1965 (Mollusca, 
Gastropoda): proposed conservation. D. Kadolsky. 


No 
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CASE 3369: Bothynus Hope, 1837 (Insecta, Coleoptera, SCARABAEIDAE): proposed 
conservation of usage by designation of Scarabaeus ascanius as the type species. B.C. 
Ratcliffe & A.B.T. Smith. 

CASE 3370: AKERIDAE, BITHYNIIDAE and HYDROBIIDAE (Mollusca, Gastropoda): 
proposed correction of authorship and date to Férussac, 1822, Gray in Turton, 1857, 
and Stimpson, 1865 respectively. D. Kadolsky. 

CASE 3371: ARANEIDAE Clerck, 1758, Araneus Clerck, 1758 and Tegenaria 
Latreille, 1804 (Arachnida, Araneae): proposed conservation. N.J. Kluge. 

CASE 3372: Brachyplatystoma Bleeker, 1862 (Osteichthyes, Siluriformes): pro- 
posed precedence over Piratinga Bleeker, 1858 and Piramutana Bleeker, 1858. A. 
Akama & J.G. Lundberg. 

CASE 3373: Ateles geoffroyi (Mammalia, Primates): proposed attribution of 
authorship to Kuhl, 1820. C. Groves, J.J.H. Hines & P.D. Jenkins. 


The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 


The aim of the Commission is to bring stability to the use of animal names 
(zoological nomenclature). The Commission does this by: 

(a) producing, publishing and periodically revising the International Code of 
Zoological Nomenclature (the Code), which deals with the formulation and use 
of animal names; 

(b) considering and ruling on specific cases of nomenclatural uncertainty and 
dispute about animal names that are not automatically resolved under the 
provisions of the Code, via applications published in the Bulletin of Zoological 
Nomenclature. : 

The International Congress of Zoology founded the Commission in 1895. At 
present, the Commission consists of 19 zoologists from 16 countries whose interests 
cover most of the main divisions, including palaeontology, of the animal kingdom. 
The Commission is under the patronage of the International Union of Biological 
Sciences (IUBS). Commission members are elected by the vote of zoologists 
attending General Assemblies of the IUBS or other appropriate congresses. Nomi- 
nations for membership may be sent to the Executive Secretary at any time. The 
Commission’s history is described in Towards Stability in the Names of Animals 
(1995) (see below under ‘Publications’ for details). Further discussion of the 
Commission’s activities can be found in BZN 48: 295-299 (December 1991) and BZN 
60: supplement, pp. 1-12 (March 2003). 


Members of the Commission 

Dr M. Alonso-Zarazaga, Museo Nacional de Ciencias Naturales, José Gutiérrez 
Abascal 2, E-28006 Madrid, Spain 

Prof W.J. Bock, Department of Biological Sciences, Columbia University, New 
York, NY 10027-7004, U.S.A. 

Prof P. Bouchet, Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle, 55 rue de Buffon, 75005 
Paris, France (Councillor) 

Prof D.J. Brothers, Department of Zoology and Entomology, University of Natal 
Pietermaritzburg, Private Bag X01, Scottsville, 3209 South Africa (President) 
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Dr D.R. Calder, Royal Ontario Museum, 100 Queen’s Park, Toronto, Ontario, 
Canada M5S 2C6 

Dr R.B. Halliday, CSIRO Division of Entomology, G.P.O. Box 1700, Canberra, 
A.C.T. 2601, Australia 

Dr I.M. Kerzhner, Zoological Institute, Russian Academy of Sciences, St Petersburg 
199034, Russia (Councillor) 

Prof Dr G. Lamas, Museo de Historia Natural, Universidad Nacional Mayor de San 
Marcos, Apartado 14-0434, Lima-14, Peru 

Dr E. Macpherson, Centro d’Estudios Avangats de Blanes (C.S.I.C.), Cami de Santa 
Barbara s/n, 17300 Blanes, Girona, Spain 

Dr V. Mahnert, Muséum d’Histoire Naturelle, Case postale 6434, CH-1211 Geneve 
6, Switzerland 

Prof S.F. Mawatari, Zoological Institute, Faculty of Science, Hokkaido University, 
Sapporo 060, Japan 

Prof A. Minelli, Dipartimento di Biologia, Universita di Padova, Via Trieste 75, 
35121 Padova, Italy 

Dr P.K.L. Ng, Department of Biological Sciences, National University of Singapore, 
Kent Ridge, Singapore 119260 

Dr L. Papp, Hungarian Museum of Natural History, Baross utca 13, H-1088 
Budapest, Hungary 

Prof D.J. Patterson, Bay Paul Center, Marine Biological Laboratory, Woods Hole, 
MA 02543, U.S.A. 

Dr G. Rosenberg, Academy of Natural Sciences, 1900 Benjamin Franklin Parkway, 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-1195, U.S.A. 

Prof D.X. Song, College of Life Sciences, Hebei University, Baoding, Hebei 
Province, 071002 China 

Dr P. Stys, Department of Zoology, Charles University, Viniéna 7, 128 44 Praha 2, 
Czech Republic 

Mr J. van Tol, Naturalis, Nationaal Natuurhistorisch Museum, Darwinweg 3, 2333 
CR Leiden, The Netherlands 


The International Trust for Zoological Nomenclature 

The International Trust for Zoological Nomenclature (the Trust) was founded in 
1947 to manage the Commission’s financial matters. It is a registered charity, based 
in the U.K. (No. 211944). At present, the Trust consists of 26 members from 13 
countries. Discussion of the Trust’s activities can be found in BZN 60: supplement, 
pp. 1-12 (March 2003). 


Members of the Trust 
The Earl of Cranbrook (Chairman) (U.K.) 
Dr M.K. Howarth (Secretary and Managing Director) (U.K.) 
Dr H.M.F.P. André (Belgium) 
Dr M.N. Arai (Canada) 
Dr Keiji Baba (Japan) 
Prof D.J. Brothers (South Africa) 
Prof J.H. Callomon (U.K.) 
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Prof W.T. Chang (China) 

Dr J.A. Compton (U.K.) 

Dr M. Dixon (U.K.) 

Prof J. Forest (France) 

Prof R.A. Fortey (U.K.) 

Prof J.I. dos R. Furtado (Singapore) 
Dr. S. Knapp (U.K.) 

Prof Dr O. Kraus (Germany) 
Dr Ch. Kropf (Switzerland) 

Dr M. Luc (France) 

Mr A. McCullough (U.K.) 

Dr E. Macpherson (Spain) 

Prof A. Minelli (Italy) 

Dr J.L. Norenburg (U.S.A.) 

Dr M.J. Oates (U.K.) 

Dr E.P.F. Rose (U.K.) 

Dr J. Taverne (U.K.) 

Dr A. Wakeham-Dawson (U.K.) 
Baroness Walmsley (U.K.) 


The Commission’s Website 

Abstracts of Applications, Comments and Opinions, and details of the names 
included in the Official Lists and Indexes of Names and Works in Zoology since 2000, 
are posted on the Commission’s website ‘www.iczn.org’. 


The International Code of Zoological Nomenclature 

The aim of the Code is to provide the greatest universality and continuity in the 
scientific names of animals without restricting the taxonomy or classification of the 
animals for which the names are used. The current (fourth edition) of the Code was 
published by the Trust in English and French in 1999, and came into effect on 
1 January 2000; this edition supersedes all previous editions. Official texts are 
available in Catalonian, Chinese, Czech, German, Japanese, Russian, Spanish and 
Ukrainian. See below under ‘Publications’ for sales details. 

The Articles of the Code enable the user to decide the valid name for any animal 
taxon between and including subspeciés and superfamily. The provisions of the Code 
can be waived or modified in particular cases where strict adherence would cause 
confusion. However, only the Commission, acting on behalf of all zoologists, can do 
this in response to formal applications that are published in the Bulletin. 


The Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 

The Bulletin is published four times each year at the end of March, June and 
September and mid-December. The Bulletin includes Applications relating to animal 
names, Comments on Applications and Opinions giving the Commission’s eventual 
rulings based on the Commissioners’ votes. Each Opinion published in the Bulletin is 
an Official ruling of the Commission and comes into effect on the day of publication 
of the Bulletin. The Opinions are summarised in the Official Lists and Indexes of 
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Names and Works in Zoology. The Bulletin also includes papers on general 
nomenclatural issues and proposed amendments to the Code. See below under 
‘Publications’ for how to subscribe to the Bulletin and for details about the Official 
Lists and Indexes of Names and Works in Zoology. 


Publications 

All publications listed below may be ordered from: ITZN, c/o Natural History 
Museum, Cromwell Road, London SW7 SBD, U.K. (e-mail: iczn@nhm.ac.uk). With 
the exception of the Bulletin (which can only be ordered from ITZN), these 
publications can also be ordered from the American Association for Zoological 
Nomenclature (AAZN), Dr E. Hoberg, U.S. National Parasite Collection, 
ARS/USDA, Bldg. 1180, USDA, Beltsville, MD 20705-2350, U.S.A. (e-mail: 
ehoberg@anri.barc.usda.gov). 

Prices listed below include surface postage. Please send payment with orders. 
Cheques should be made out to ‘ITZN’ (in sterling or dollars) or to “AAZN’ (in 
dollars only). Visa or MasterCard payments can be made to ITZN only; AAZN is 
not able to handle credit card payments. Please give cardholder’s name, address, card 
number and expiry date when ordering. 

The Bulletin subscription for 2006 is £140 or US$250 or €250, including postage 
by accelerated surface post. Individual subscribers for personal use have a 50% 
discount making the subscription £70 or US$125 or €125. 

The International Code of Zoological Nomenclature (4th Edition, 1999; ISBN 0 
85301 006 4; English and French in one volume) is available at £40 or US$65 or €65, 
including surface postage. Individual purchasers buying the Code for personal use 
are offered a 25% discount (£30 or US$48 or €48), as are institutions or agents 
buying five or more copies. Individual members of the American or European 
Associations for Zoological Nomenclature are offered a discount of 40% (price £24, 
$39 or €39). Information about the prices and availability of the authorised 
translations of the Code can be obtained from the following e-mail addresses: 

Chinese (traditional) - wenhua@oceantaiwan.com 

Czech — klapagenda@centrum.cz 

German — books@insecta.de 

Japanese — tomokuni@kahaku.go.jp 

Russian — kim@ik3599.spb.edu 

Spanish — cfuentes@mncn.csic.es 

The Official Lists and Indexes of Names and Works in Zoology gives details of all 
the names and publications on which the Commission has ruled since it was set up in 
1895. The first volume published in 1987 contains 9917 entries, and a Supplement 
(2001) lists an additional 2385 entries. The cost of the 1987 volume and of the 
Supplement is £60 or US$110 or €110 each, with reductions for both volumes 
ordered together and for individual buyers for personal use. Details available on 
request. 

Towards Stability in the Names of Animals — a History of the International 
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 1895-1995 was published in 1995 in 
recognition of the Commission’s Centenary. This book (104 pages) contains 18 
full-page illustrations, 14 being of eminent zoologists who played a crucial part in the 
development of animal nomenclature. The cost is £30 or US$50 or €50. 
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Report on the ZooBank Symposium: ESA Annual Meeting, Fort 
Lauderdale, Florida, 18 December 2005 


Frank Krell, Department of Entomology, Natural History Museum, 
London and Andrew Polaszek, Executive Secretary, ICZN 


A meeting to present and discuss the ZooBank registry and other aspects of animal 
nomenclature and taxonomy was held as a late breaking symposium during the 2005 
Annual Meeting of the Entomological Society of America. The meeting was arranged 
as a series of six presentations, preceded by an introduction from Frank Krell, 
organiser of the symposium, and followed by a panel discussion. 

The title and content of the symposium were as follows: 

‘Revolutionising taxonomy through an open-access web-register for animal names and 
descriptions’ 

13.30-13.35: Frank Krell (Department of Entomology, Natural History Museum, 
London, U.K.): 

Welcome and Introduction 


13.35—13.50: Andrew Polaszek (ICZN, London): 

‘ZooBank: ICZN’s open-access web-based register of all new animal names and 
original descriptions’ 

13.50-14.00: Nigel Robinson (Thomson Zoological, York, U.K.): 

‘ZooBank and Zoological Record: a partnership for success’ 

14.00-14.10: Per de Place Bjorn (GBIF, Copenhagen, Denmark): 

‘ZooBank and GBIF’ 

14.10-14.25: Richard Pyle (Bishop Museum, Honolulu): 

‘Implementing the Digital Taxonomic Revolution: Strategies for a Successful Web- 
Based Registry of Taxonomic Names’ 

14.25-14.35: Norman Johnson (Ohio State University, Columbus) & Donat Agosti 
(American Museum of Natural History, New York): 

‘Copyright: the new taxonomic impediment’ 


14.35—14.45: James Woolley (Texas A&M University): 
‘Name accessibility: one less impediment to taxonomy’ 


14.45—-15.30: Panel discussion 

The presentations and discussion attracted a large and lively audience providing 
much discussion and debate. Detailed summaries of each presentation will be given 
in the next issue of the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature, and the Powerpoint 
presentations can also be currently accessed via the ICZN website. Nigel Robinson’s 
presentation was given by a remote audio link, and Rich Pyle’s by both audio and 
video. We therefore express our gratitude to Grayson Brown and his team, 
particularly Kate Elliott for technical support, and the symposium’s organisers, 
Susan Weller and Kathleen Shields. 

During the annual meeting of the Entomological Collections Network (ECN), held 
in conjunction with ESA on 14-15 December, Frank Krell also addressed the subject 
of ZooBank. 
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We thank the following organisations for supporting our participation in the 
meeting and for their support of ZooBank: Global Biodiversity Information Facility; 
the Natural History Museum, London; Taylor and Francis Ltd, U.K.; Thomson 


Zoological Ltd; the Royal Entomological Society of London; and Blackwell 
Publishing Ltd, Oxford. 
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ZooBank Symposium, Fort Lauderdale, 18 December 2005; clockwise from top left: Rich Pyle in a live 
video link from Honolulu describes the ZooBank Registry proposal; Jim Woolley (speaker), Luciana 
Musetti and Norm Johnson (speaker); the audience; discussion panel: Per de Place Bjorn (GBIF); Jim 
Woolley (Texas A&M University); Andrew Polaszek (ICZN); Norm Johnson (Ohio State University); 
Frank-Thorsten Krell (Natural History Museum, London). Photographs: Kate Elliott. 
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Case 3315 


Eudendrium tenellum Allman, 1877 (Cnidaria, Hydrozoa): proposed 
conservation of usage of the specific name by the designation of a 
neotype 


Antonio C. Marques 


Departamento de Zoologia, Instituto de Biociéncias, Universidade de Sao 
Paulo, CP 11461, 05422-970, Sdo Paulo, SP, Brazil 
(e-mail: marques@ib.usp.br) 


Willem Vervoort 


Nationaal Natuurhistorisch Museum, P.O. Box 9517, 2300 RA Leiden, 
The Netherlands 


(e-mail: vervoort@naturalis.nnm.nl) 


Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 75.5 of the Code, is to 
conserve the specific name Eudendrium tenellum Allman, 1877 in its accustomed 
usage for a small, distinctive, and widely distributed marine hydroid (family 
EUDENDRIIDAE) from North America, Europe and Japan. This name has been widely 
used for this hydroid since 1899, but Allman’s (1877) type material of E. tenellum 
lacks both hydranths and gonophores, essential for specific identification within 
the genus Eudendrium, and is possibly conspecific with E. capillare Alder, 1856, while 
the species E. tenellum is unrecognizable from its original description. It is proposed 
that all previous type fixations for Eudendrium tenellum Allman, 1877 are set aside 
and a neotype designated in accordance with Hirohito’s (1988) description of 
Eudendrium tenellum. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Hydrozoa; EUDENDRIIDAE; Eudendrium; 
Eudendrium tenellum; Eudendrium capillare; hydroids. 


1. Allman (1877, p. 8, pl. 4, figs. 3-4) established the name Eudendrium tenellum for 
a colonial hydroid collected at a depth of 862 m off Double-Headed Shot Key 
(Florida, U.S.A). The type material studied by Allman, lacking hydranths and 
gonophores, is deposited in the collection of the Museum of Comparative Zoology at 
Harvard University (a jar labelled “MCZ 50235; colony without gonophores, U.S.A., 
off Florida, off Double-Head Shot Key, Gulf Stream Expedition, 23°57'30’N, 
80°29'15”W, alcohol preserved, 10.11.1869, 862 m, leg. L.F. de Pourtalés, det. G.J. 
Allman, holotype, with no hydranths’). Allman (1877, p. 8) himself had doubts about 
the identity of this hydroid, remarking that ‘its reference to this genus is probably 
correct, but as neither hydranths nor gonophores were present in the specimen, it 
may possibly have its true place in some other’. 

2. Although the description provided by Allman (1877) was entirely inadequate for 
recognition of E. tenellum, many authors subsequently used this name for a small and 
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distinctive species of hydroid (e.g. Bonnevie, 1899a, pp. 7-8, 1899b, pp. 49-50; 
Stechow, 1923, p. 80; Fraser, 1937, p. 43, pl. 8, fig. 33, 1944, pp. 74-75, pl. 12, fig. 50, 
1948, pp. 183, 198; Kramp, 1943, pp. 16, 43; Yamada, 1954, p. 127, text-fig. 15, 1959, 
p. 26; Calder, 1972, p. 226, pl. 2, fig. 6; Hirohito, 1977, pp. 12-13, text-fig. 3, 1988, 
p. 88, fig. 31d-h). Eudendrium tenellum auct. is recognizable from the morphology of 
its hydranths and gonophores (Calder, 1972; Hirohito, 1977) and from its comp- 
lement of nematocysts or cnidome (Hirohito, 1988). The presence of these characters 
and their nature is now considered critical for the differentiation of species assigned 
to the family EUDENDRIIDAE (Marques et al., 2000a, 2000b; Marques, 2001). 

3. At present two distinctive species are cited in the literature under the name 
Eudendrium tenellum Allman, 1877. Colonies of both Eudendrium tenellum Allman, 
1877 and E. tenellum auct. resemble those of Eudendrium capillare Alder, 1856. 
Naumov (1960, p. 244), and later Christiansen (1972, p. 290), regarded E. tenellum as 
a junior synonym of E. capillare. Contrary opinions were expressed by Calder (1972, 
p. 226) and Hirohito (1977, p. 13), who considered E. tenellum auct. distinct in having 
smaller and less-branched colonies, and in possessing gonophores on complete rather 
than atrophied hydranths (Calder, 1988, p. 43). 

4. As part of studies on the genus Eudendrium, we recently examined the type 
material of E. tenellum described by Allman (1877). The cnidome, from an 
examination of scarce coenosare material, was found to comprise small microbasic 
euryteles as in E. capillare. On the other hand, the study of Hirohito’s (1988) material 
of E. tenellum auct. (the female colonies numbered 1078 (Japan, Samejima, Hayama, 
11.vi.1934)) revealed the presence of macrobasic euryteles, 20-27 x 7-10 um. There- 
fore, while the identity of Eudendrium tenellum Allman, 1877 remains in doubt, we 
consider it possibly conspecific with Eudendrium capillare Alder, 1856 and clearly 
different from Eudendrium tenellum auct., a well-known hydroid with widespread 
distribution. 


Proposed neotype of Eudendrium tenellum Allman, 1877. A. One fascicled colony; B. Hydranth; 
C. Immature female gonophores; D. Mature female gonophores. (Scale bars: A=2mm; B,C,D= 
200 microns). 
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5. In order to conserve the specific name Eudendrium tenellum in its accustomed 
use, we propose that all previous type fixations for E. tenellum Allman, 1877 are set 
aside and that a neotype consistent with common usage is designated; a suitable 
specimen as the neotype would be a colony from a jar labelled 1078 (Japan, 
Samejima, Hayama, 11.vi.1934, no depth, alcohol preserved, det. Hirohito; to be 
deposited in the collection of the United States National Museum, Washington D.C.) 
described by Hirohito (1988). 

6. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: | 

(1) to use its plenary power to set aside all previous type fixations for the nominal 

species Eudendrium tenellum Allman, 1877 and to designate specimen 1078 
described by Hirohito (1988) as the neotype; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name tenellum 

Allman, 1877, as published in the binomen Eudendrium tenellum and as defined 
by the neotype designated in (1) above. 
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Case 3300 


Halipegus occidualis Krull, 1935 and Halipegus eccentricus Thomas, 
1939 (Digenea, HEMIURIDAE): proposed conservation of the specific 
names 


Donald F. McAlpine 


New Brunswick Museum, 277 Douglas Avenue, Saint John, New Brunswick, 
Canada E2K 1E5 (e-mail: donald.mcalpine@nbm-mnb.ca) 


Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 and Recommendation 
23A of the Code, is to conserve the specific names of Halipegus occidualis Krull, 1935 
and Halipegus eccentricus Thomas, 1939 for two species of hemiurid digeneans 
known to parasitize ranid frogs and various freshwater pulmonate snails. The names 
are threatened by two senior names, the homonym Halipegus occidualis Stafford, 
1905 and the synonym Cercaria projecta Willey, 1930. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Digenea; HEMIURIDAE; Halipegus occidualis; 
Cercaria projecta; Halipegus eccentricus; Halipegus projecta; Gastropoda; Helisoma 
anceps; Amphibia; RANIDAE; Rana catesbeiana; Rana clamitans; parasitic worms; 
North America. 


1. Stafford (1905, p. 687) described the hemiurid parasite Halipegus occidualis on the 
basis of 37 specimens collected from the ‘mouth’ of the bullfrog Rana catesheiana 
Shaw, 1802 from eastern Canada. Previously Stafford (1900, p. 409) had misidentified 
the species as Halipegus ovocaudatum (Vulpian, 1859), but in that paper he was more 
specific about the site of collection within the host, stating that his collections came 
‘more frequently from the eustachian tubes, in a fold along the inner edge of the jaw 
bone, at the entrance of the posterior nares and round the entrance to the oesophagus. 
In one frog I lately found 11 specimens of this worm chiefly at the entrance and even 
deep in the eustachian tube and at the entrance of the oesophagus’. Stafford (1900) also 
states “I have not yet seen [D. ovocadatum] . . . under the tongue.” Clearly, Stafford was 
looking for Halipegus under the tongue and did not find it there. However inadequate 
Stafford’s (1905, p. 688) description was, he also noted that the egg filament lengths on 
which he based his description were ‘about’ 56 tm, a detail later to prove of signifi- 
cance. Stafford (1905) did not designate type material or figure the species, although a 
recently discovered specimen of Halipegus from the Stafford Collection now in the 
Canadian Museum of Nature, Ottawa (CMNP 1900-1629) was probably used in the 
course of preparing the description and should therefore be considered a syntype. 

2. The specimen (CMNP 1900-1629) bears the remains of an original University of 
Toronto label identifying it as Distomum ovocaudatum and a replacement label states 
it was collected from Rana castebeiana. Stafford (1900) listed his address as the 
Biological Department, University of Toronto, whereas by 1905 Stafford was writing 
from McGill University, Montreal, supporting the supposition that this specimen is 
one of the 37 worms on which Stafford (1905) based his description of Halipegus 
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occidualis. The specimen is 3.4 mm in length and 0.92 mm at greatest width, within 
the range of measurements reported by Stafford (1905) in his description. Nine egg 
filament lengths I was able to measure are 47 um, 47 um, 48 um, 48 um, 48 um, 
49 um, 50m, 52 um and 53 um. These measurements are clearly incomplete; as 
McAlpine and Burt (1998) noted, it is virtually impossible to get precise egg filament 
measurements from mounted Halipegus in utero. Nonetheless, it is obvious that the 
egg filaments in CMNP 1900-1629 are of the short filament type and cannot be 
confused with the egg filaments of 160-200 um reported by Krull (1935). 

3. Krull (1935, p. 129), recognizing the inadequacies of Stafford’s (1905) descrip- 
tion, redescribed, figured and worked out the life cycle of worms he believed were 
Halipegus occidualis Stafford, 1905. Krull (1935, p. 135) collected the worms on 
which he worked from ‘under the tongue of a large green frog, Rana clamitans’ from 
Maryland and reported egg filaments of 160-200 um. However, due to the in- 
adequacy of Stafford’s (1905) description and the detail provided by Krull (1935), the 
latter description has provided the basis for usage of the name H. occidualis for a 
parasite possessing long-type egg filaments found under the tongue of frogs (Goater, 
Mulvey & Esch, 1990; Zelmer & Esch, 1999). Although, Krull’s (1935) material is no 
longer extant, material deposited in the United States National Parasite Collection by 
D.A. Zelmer (Zelmer & Esch, 1999) has been identified as H. occidualis on the basis 
of the description by Krull (1935). I therefore here designate one of these specimens 
(USNPC 087687.00) as the neotype of H. occidualis Krull, 1935. 

4. Thomas (1939, p. 207) described, figured, and worked out the life cycle of 
Halipegus eccentricus, which he believed was distinct from H. occidualis Stafford, 
1905, on the basis of worms collected from wild-caught R. catesbeiana and 
R. clamitans Latreille, 1801 from Michigan and laboratory-reared Rana pipiens 
Schreber, 1782. Thomas (1939, p. 208) reported that adult worms were collected from 
the eustachian tube of frogs and had an egg filament length of 56-58 um. Therefore, 
from the original description, Halipegus eccentricus seems to be essentially identical 
with the nominal species H. occidualis (see Stafford, 1900, 1905). The holotype 
designated by Thomas (1939, p. 208) is in the United States National Parasite 
Collection, Henry A. Wallace Beltsville Agricultural Research Centre near 
Washington, D.C. (USNPC 9203). Adult worms of North American species of 
Halipegus are virtually indistinguishable although their cystophorus cercariae are 
unique. However, adults of H. occidualis (sensu Krull, 1935) and H. eccentricus 
Thomas, 1939 may be separated on the basis of molecular methods, site of infection 
and length of egg filaments (Goater, Browne & Esch, 1990; Goater, Mulvey & Esch, 
1990). Not surprisingly, the matter has become confused in that workers have widely 
followed the description by Thomas (1939) and have applied the name H. eccentricus 
to worms with a short egg filament taken from the eustachian tubes of frogs (e.g. 
Ameel, Cort & Van Der Woude, 1949; Goater, Mulvey & Esch, 1990; Guilford, 1961; 
Wetzel & Esch, 1996a, 1996b, 1997; Zelmer & Esch, 1999). 

5. Since these Halipegus species mature under the tongue or in the eustachian tubes 
of the definitive amphibian host, both worm and host can be examined in the field 
and released unharmed. For this reason, these digeneans have offered unique 
opportunities to link host behavioural ecology with parasite population dynamics. 
North American Halipegus species have been the focus of numerous recent research 
projects (Crews & Esch, 1986; Shostak & Esch, 1990a, 1990b; Fernandez & Esch, 
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1991la, 1991b; Wetzel & Esch, 1996a; Esch, Wetzel, Zelmer & Schotthoefer, 1997; 
Zelmer & Esch, 1998; Zelmer, Wetzel & Esch, 1999) and undoubtedly will be the 
subject of such studies in the future. The description of H. eschi Zelmer & Brooks 
2000, from Costa Rica, and the recent discovery of this species in. Mexican frogs, 
further emphasizes the importance of resolving the current usage of the names of 
North American Halipegus. 

6. McAlpine & Burt (1998) published the new combination Halipegus projecta 
(Willey, 1930) for the species Krull (1935) identified as H. occidualis. Krull (1935, 
p. 131) also suggested that his worms might well be the same species described and 
figured as Cercaria projecta in the cercarial stage by Willey (1930, p. 481) from the 
pulmonate snail Helisoma anceps (Menke, 1830); McAlpine & Burt (1998) agreed. No 
type material of C. projecta seems to exist and the name had been unused until it was 
resurrected by McAlpine & Burt (1998). Although I still believe, with Krull (1935), 
that C. projecta is likely to be a senior synonym for H. occidualis sensu Krull (1935), 
due to the absence of type material and inadequacies in the original description by 
Willey (1930), the nominal species Cercaria projecta cannot be identified without 
doubt. In the interests of avoiding further confusion within the genus Halipegus, the 
name should be suppressed as a nomen dubium. 

7. McAlpine & Burt (1998), contrary to the then prevailing usage (e.g. Ameel, Cort 
& Van Der Woude, 1949; Crews & Esch, 1986; Fernandez & Esch, 1991a; Jones, 
1956; Goater, Browne & Esch, 1990; Goater, Mulvey & Esch, 1990; Guilford, 1961; 
Shostak & Esch, 1990a; Wetzel & Esch 1997; Zelmer, Wetzel & Esch, 1999), followed 
the Principle of Priority for North American species of Halipegus. Zelmer & Esch 
(1999) objected, stating that such a proposal undermined nomenclatural stability 
within the genus. Nonetheless, Zelmer & Esch (1999, p. 159) further confused the 
matter by reporting that the name H. occidualis remained unstable for lack of a 
name-bearing type and suggested that Stafford’s original description was a composite 
of more than one species. They then attempted to stabilize the name by describing 
characters of the terminal genitalia of adult specimens selected in the cercarial stage 
on the basis of the description provided by Krull (1935). 

8. The nomenclatural history of North American Halipegus species is confusing. 
Neither McAlpine & Burt (1998) nor Zelmer & Esch (1999), in spite of their efforts, 
have reduced this confusion. Conservation of the name Halipegus occidualis Krull, 
1935 as a then new nominal species and suppression of the names H. occidualis 
Stafford, 1905 as a senior homonym of doubtful identity and Cercaria projecta 
Willey, 1930, as a nomen dubium, would allow application of the name H. occidualis 
Krull, 1935 to worms with long-type egg filaments parasitic under the tongue of 
frogs. The name Halipegus eccentricus Thomas, 1939 could then be applied to those 
worms with short-type egg filaments inhabiting the eustachian tubes of frogs, thereby 
conserving prevailing usage. The case is referred to the Commission under Article 
23.9.3 and Recommendation 23A of the Code. 

9. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power: 

(a) to suppress for the purposes of both the Principle of Priority and the 
Principle of Homonymy the name occidualis Stafford, 1905, as published in 
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the binomen Halipegus occidualis, and all uses of the name prior to that by 
Krull (1935); 

(b) to suppress for the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those 
of the Principle of Homonymy the name projecta Willey, 1930, as published 
in the binomen Cercaria projecta; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) occidualis, Krull, 1935, as published in the binomen Halipegus occidualis; 

(b) eccentricus Thomas, 1939, as published in the binomen Halipegus eccentricus; 

(3) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 

Zoology the following names: 

(a) occidualis Stafford, 1905, as published in the binomen Halipegus occidualis, 
and as suppressed as in (1) (a) above; 

(b) projecta Willey, 1930, as published in the binomen Cercaria projecta, and as 
suppressed as in (1) (b) above. 
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Abstract. The purpose of the application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the specific name of Cambalida coriacea Simon, 1909 for a species of spider 
from Africa. The name is threatened by the discovery that the type specimen of 
Cambalida coriacea is the same species as that of Castianeira fulvipes Simon, 1896. 
The senior synonym has not been used for the taxon since it was established and its 
proposed suppression would maintain nomenclatural stability. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; CLUBIONIDAE; MICARIINAE; CORINNIDAE; 
Cambalida; Cambalida coriacea; Afrotropical Region; spiders. : 


1. Simon (1909, p. 369) established the nominal genus Cambalida with the type 
species Cambalida insulana Simon, 1909 (p. 369) (CLUBIONIDAE, MICARIINAE) from 
Annobon Island, west of Gabon. Two additional species were described in the genus 
Cambalida in the same paper, C. fulvipes (p. 369) from Bolama, Portuguese Guinea 
(Guinée Bissau) and C. coriacea (p. 370) from Freetown, Sierra Leone. One species 
in particular, C. coriacea, is widespread throughout the Afrotropical Region and 1s 
associated with a wide diversity of habitats including forests, woodlands, savanna, 
grassland and fynbos, as well as agroecosystems. 

2. The CoRINNIDAE remains one of the most poorly-studied families of spiders in the 
Afrotropical Region (Dippenaar-Schoeman & Jocqué, 1997; Haddad, 2004) and 
many species have been referred to only in their original descriptions (see Platnick, 
2004). Cambalida is no exception to this paucity of taxonomic research, with only one 
reference to C. coriacea having been published since the original description 
(Bosselaers & Jocqué, 2000). The nominal genus Cambalida was included in the 
family LIOCRANIDAE following Lehtinen’s (1967, pp. 290-292) revision of the status of 
the clubionid subfamily LiocRANINAE to family rank. Brignoli (1983) then transferred 
Cambalida from the CLUBIONIDAE (p. 547) to the GNAPHOSIDAE (MICARIINAE incertae 
sedis), but under this family-group placement (p. 582) he added a note on Cambalida: 
‘uncertain position according to Reiskind, 1969: 196’. Platnick (1989, p. 433; 1993, 
p. 600; 1997, p. 695) followed Lehtinen’s placement and listed Cambalida under the 
family LIOcRANIDAE. Recently, Dippenaar-Schoeman & Jocqué (1997, p. 128) listed 
Cambalida under the CoRINNIDAE (CASTIANEIRINAE) Without formally transferring the 
genus from the LIOCRANIDAE, an action which was undertaken soon afterwards by 
Bosselaers & Jocqué (2000, p. 315). This was supported by a cladistic analysis 
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undertaken by Bosselaers & Jocqué (2002, p. 264), who found Cambalida to be one 
of the most closely related genera to the castianeirine type genus Castianeira 
Keyserling, 1879. 

3. During a revision of the genus in southern and central Africa it has been 
discovered that the holotype of Castianeira fulvipes Simon, 1896 (p. 406), described 
from Pretoria, South Africa, agrees with that of Cambalida coriacea, rendering C. 
fulvipes a senior synonym. However, this species should in fact be placed in 
Cambalida and not Castianeira. All species in the genus Cambalida have exceptionally 
large eyes for castianeirines and all males appear to have diagnostic setae at the distal 
end of the cymbium, which are arranged in two or three columns of three setae each. 
Castianeira depygata Strand, 1916 (p. 91) and Castianeira mestrali Lessert, 1921 
(p. 424) are also junior synonyms of this species. Synonymy of these nominal species 
would give the name Cambalida fulvipes (Simon, 1896) priority over Cambalida 
fulvipes Simon, 1909, which is in current use as the valid name for another taxon. 
Confusion would result from the use of C. fulvipes (Simon, 1896) for the taxon 
currently known as C. coriacea. The name C. fulvipes Simon, 1909 would therefore 
be invalid as a junior secondary homonym. 

4. The conditions of Article 23.9.1.1 have been met in this case (that the senior 
synonym has not been used as a valid name since 1899). However, the conditions of 
Article 23.9.1.2 (that the junior synonym or homonym has been used for a particular 
taxon, as its presumed valid name, in at least 25 works, published by at least 10 
authors in the immediately preceding 50 years) have not been met. The latter is a 
consequence of the limited study of this family in the Afrotropical Region. It is 
proposed that the name Castianeira fulvipes Simon, 1896 be suppressed to prevent 
confusion. The name C. coriacea would thereby be conserved. 

5. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the name fulvipes Simon, 1896, as 
published in the binomen Castianeira fulvipes, for the purposes of the Principle 
of Priority but not for those of the Principle of Homonymy; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name coriacea 
Simon, 1909, as published in the binomen Cambalida coriacea; 

(3) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 
Zoology the name fu/vipes Simon, 1896, as published in the binomen Cas- 
tianeira fulvipes and as suppressed in (1) above. 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 75.5 of the Code, is to replace 
the holotype of the scorpion Cercophonius brachycentrus bivittatus Thorell, 1877 
(currently Orobothriurus bivittatus) from Argentina by the designation of a neotype. 
The taxonomic identity of O. bivittatus was recently assessed through hemi- 
spermatophore morphology, a feature present only in adult males. The holotype of 
bivittatus is a damaged juvenile, lacking definitive characters essential for specific 
identification within the genus Orobothriurus. It is proposed that all previous type 
fixations for Cercophonius brachycentrus bivittatus are set aside and a neotype is 
designated. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Arachnida; Scorpiones; BOTHRIURIDAE; 
Orobothriurus; Orobothriurus bivittatus; scorpions; Argentina. 


1. Thorell (1877, p. 183) described the scorpion Cercophonius brachycentrus var. B 
bivittatum [recte bivittatus| (currently Orobothriurus bivittatus) from San Juan 
Province in Argentina. The species was largely neglected in the literature (see Acosta, 
2002, 2005 for a historical account). Although Maury (1977) suggested it to be a 
Junior synonym of Bothriurus alticola Pocock, 1899 (currently Orothriurus alticola), 
until recently bivittatus was regarded as a subspecies of Urophonius brachycentrus 
(Thorell, 1877) (Lowe & Fet, 2000). Acosta (2002) accepted the synonymy of 
Orobothriurus bivittatus (Thorell, 1877) and Orobothriurus alticola (Pocock, 1899). 
Since the senior but little used name bivittatus took priority over the well known 
specific name alticola, Acosta (2002) also applied to the Commission to give alticola 
precedence over bivittatus, whenever these names are considered synonyms. The 
Commission approved this proposal (Opinion 2074, June 2004). 

2. The holotype of Orobothriurus bivittatus, Naturhistoriska Riksmuseet, 
Stockholm, is a very small and poorly preserved juvenile, providing little information 
on the species identity. It is incomplete; only carapace, mesosoma and caudal 
segments I-IV remain together with the left pedipalp trochanter and femur, right I-II 
legs (I without telotarsus), and pectines; metasomal segment V and right pedipalp are 
loose; all remaining body parts or appendages are missing (Acosta, 2005). 

3. The high altitude genus Orobothriurus is poorly known, with a presumed high 
degree of endemicity in the Andes and Andes-related ranges (Acosta & Ochoa, 2001; 
Ochoa, 2004). The possibility of the existence of further species of this genus 
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(including better preserved specimens of Orobothriurus bivittatus) was already 
suggested at the time when the conditional precedence of Orobothriurus alticola over 
O. bivittatus-was proposed (Acosta, 2002). The original details of the type locality of 
Orobothriurus bivittatus were imprecise (merely “San Juan’), but through a careful 
analysis of all data available, including the report of the trip of the presumable 
collector of the holotype (Echegaray, 1878), Acosta (2005) was able to determine that 
the holotype of Orobothriurus bivittatus was most likely collected along the so-called 
‘camino del Tontal’ (‘Tontal road’, province of San Juan, Argentina), which crosses 
the isolated range Sierra del Tontal at about 3600 m. One adult male of Orobothriurus 
bivittatus was subsequently collected at this site and described, providing for the first 
time relevant taxonomic information, especially on hemispermatophore morphology 
(Acosta, 2005). Acosta (2005) showed that Orobothriurus bivittatus is indeed a valid 
species, though very close to O. alticola. While the external morphology does not give 
any conclusive diagnostic feature, the hemispermatophore shows distinct differences 
between the two species (Acosta, 2005). 

4. The taxonomic identity of Orobothriurus bivittatus cannot be adequately 
determined from the holotype, which is a poorly preserved juvenile, i.e. the name 
bivittatus, if based on this specimen, may be considered as a nomen dubium, thereby 
threatening the stability of the taxonomy of the genus Orobothriurus. On the other 
hand, the male specimen collected at Sierra del Tontal (Parque Nacional El Leoncito, 
near “Portezuelo del Tontal’ (3450 m), 25-x1-2003, L. Acosta coll.), displays definitive 
characters essential for specific identification within the genus. This specimen is 
stored at Coleccion Aracnologica, Catedra de Diversidad Animal I, Facultad de 
Ciencias Exactas, Fisicas y Naturales, Universidad Nacional de Cordoba, Argentina 
(CDA 000.364). Full details, especially conditions qualifying this material as neotype, 
are given in Acosta (2005). 

5. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to set aside all previous fixations of the name-bearing 
type for bivittatus Thorell, 1877, as published in the trinomen Cercophonius 
brachycentrus bivittatus, and to designate as neotype male specimen CDA 
000.364, in the Universidad Nacional de Cordoba, Argentina; 

(2) to emend the entry on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology for 
bivittatus Thorell, 1877, as published in the trinomen Cercophonius brachy- 
centrus bivittatus, to record that it 1s defined by the neotype designated in 
(1) above. 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the specific name Baetis pentaphlebodes Ujhelyi, 1966 for a well-known 
European mayfly (family BAETIDAE). The name is threatened by the senior subjective 
synonym Baetis nexus Navas, 1918, which has been seldom used since its first 
publication. Therefore, precedence of the name Baetis pentaphlebodes Ujhelyi, 1966 
is proposed. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Ephemeroptera; BAETIDAE; Baetis pentaphle- 
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1. The mayfly species Baetis nexus was described in 1918 (Navas, 1918, pp. 38-39) 
from the type locality San Joan de Erm, Catalonia, Spain, and since then, prior to 
Alba-Tercedor’s (2002) revision, the name had been mentioned only five times, 
by Miller-Liebenau (1969), Puthz (1978) (in both cases as nomina dubia), Alba- 
Tercedor (1981, 1984) and Alba-Tercedor & Peters (1985). 

2. However, the same species is well known under the name Baetis pentaphlebodes 
Ujhelyi, 1966. Since its original description from Hungary (Ujhelyi, 1966, 
pp. 206-210), type locality Veresegyhaz, it has been mentioned in faunistic lists 
(Keffermiller, 1972; Soldan, 1978; Kazanci, 1984; Thomas et al., 1986; Adam, 1991; 
Bauernfeind & Weichselbaumer, 1991; Russev, 1993), Ephemeroptera check-lists 
(Puthz, 1978), autoecological studies (Camousseight & Fontaine, 1990), identification 
keys (Bauernfeind, 1994; Bauernfeind & Humpesch, 2001), morphological papers 
(egg description by Kopelke & Miller-Liebenau, 1981) and in the red lists of 
threatened species (Sowa, 1992). 

3. Alba-Tercedor (2002, p. 78) proposed the synonymy of Baetis pentaphlebodes 
Ujhelyi, 1966 and Baetis nexus Navas, 1918 and suggested that the latter name should 
be used as valid. This opinion was supported by Alba-Tercedor & Jaimez-Cueéllar 
(2003) and Jacob (2003), but not by Haybach & Malzacher (2003) or Kovacs & 
Bauernfeind (2003). 
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4. Since B. nexus has been used as a valid name by Alba-Tercedor (2002), 
Alba-Tercedor & Jaimez-Cuellar (2003) and Jacob (2003), the requirements of Article 
23.9.1.1 (Reversal of Precedence) of the Code are not met. However, the name B. 
pentaphlebodes has been used as a valid name in at least 35 original scientific papers, 
monographs and reviews since 1969 by at least 20 authors. Hence the provisions 
of Article 23.9.1.2 of the Code are met (see Miiller-Liebenau, 1969: Keffermiiller, 
1972; Soldan, 1978; Landa & Soldan, 1985; Thomas et al., 1986; Grimm, 1988; 
Bauernfeind, 1990; Camousseight & Fontaine, 1990; Sowa, 1990; Weichselbaumer & 
Sowa, 1990; Adam, 1991; Bauernfeind & Weichselbaumer, 1991; Jazdzewska & 
Gorczynezki, 1991; Sowa, 1992; Russev, 1993; Bauernfeind, 1994; Glazaczow, 1994; 
Marten, 1994; Jazdzewska, 1995; Moog, 1995; Moog et al., 1995; Marten et al., 1996; 
Peissner et al., 1996; Thomas & Masselot, 1996; Marten, 1997; Moog et al., 1997; 
Schmidt-Kloiber, 1997; Marten et al., 1999; Bauernfeind & Humpesch, 2001; 
Horsak, 2001; Jazdzewska, 2001; Haybach & Malzacher, 2002). 

5. Because the usage of the name B. nexus would cause confusion and instability 
in nomenclature and ecology, we propose that the specific name B. pentaphlebodes be 
given precedence over the name B. nexus, whenever the two are considered to be 
synonyms. 

6. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to give the name pentaphlebodes Ujhelyi, 1966, as 
published in the binomen Baetis pentaphlebodes, precedence over the name 
nexus Navas, 1918, as published in the binomen Baetis nexus, whenever the 
two are considered to be synonyms; 

(2) to place on the Official,List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 
(a) pentaphlebodes Ujhelyi, 1966, as published in the binomen Baetis penta- 

phlebodes, with the endorsement that it is to be given precedence over the 
name nexus Navas, 1918, as published in the binomen Baetis nexus, 
whenever the two are considered to be synonyms; 

(b) nexus Navas, 1918, as published in the binomen Baetis nexus, with the 
endorsement that it is not to be given priority over the name pentaphlebodes 
Ujhelyi, 1966, as published in the binomen Baetis pentaphlebodes, whenever 
the two are considered to be synonyms. 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3. of the Code, is to 
conserve the usage of the specific name Cinara (Cupressobium) tujafilina (Del 
Guercio, 1909) for a widespread and economically important species of aphid, by 
giving it precedence over the senior specific name Cinara (Cupressobium) greeni 
(Schouteden, 1905). 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Hemiptera; APHIDIDAE; LACHNINAE; Cinara; 
Cinara (Cupressobium) tujafilina; Cinara (Cupressobium) greeni; aphids. 


1. The species Lachnus greeni was established by Schouteden (1905, p. 184). The 
specific name greeni was subsequently combined with the generic names Cinaropsis 
Borner, 1939 and Cinara Curtis, 1835, respectively by Borner & Heinze (1957, p. 55) 
and Eastop & Hille Ris Lambers (1976, p. 150). It was placed near Cinara 
(Cupressobium) tujafilina (Del Guercio, 1909) by Remaudiére & Remaudiere (1997, 
pp. 193, 277, 300) as a nomen dubium. 

2. The species Lachniella tujafilina was established by Del Guercio (1909, p. 288) 
and it is currently (Remaudiere & Remaudiere, 1997, p. 199) placed in the genus 
Cinara Curtis, 1835 and subgenus Cupressobium Borner, 1940. 

3. Pérez Hidalgo & Nieto Nafria (2004, p. 102) have demonstrated that Cinara 
greeni and Cinara tujafilina are subjective synonyms. Following the Principle of 
Priority greeni (1905) has priority over tujafilina (1909). 

4. The automatic reversal of precedence under Article 23.9.1 is not possible since 
Lachnus greeni Schouteden was not established by Schouteden until after 1899. 
Following Article 23.9.3, this case requires referral to the Commission for a ruling 
under the plenary power (Article 81). While the case is under consideration use of the 
Junior name is to be maintained (Article 82). Any return to the use of the specific name 
Cinara greeni instead of Cinara tujafilina would greatly affect stability and universality 
of nomenclature, causing unnecessary confusion. Cinara tujafilina is used with 
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regularity, while Cinara greeni was mentioned only in a few catalogues and papers 
listed in para. 1 above. A list of 33 references by 54 authors using Cinara tujafilina and 
covering the years 1948-2003 is held by the Commission Secretariat (e.g. Bodenheimer 
& Swirski, 1957; Patti, 1977; Watson et al., 1999; Gil et al., 2002; Wilson et al., 2003). 
Confusion resulting from use of the older name would affect current usage of Cinara 
(Cupressobium) tujafilina as a well known pest in forestry and gardening, affect- 
ing several species of Callitris, Chamaecyparis, Cupressus, Juniperus, Thuja and 
Widdringtonia (Cupressaceae) used as ornamental plants (Blackman & Eastop, 1994). 

5. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 

asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to give the name tujafilina Del Guercio, 1909, as 
published in the binomen Lachniella tujafilina, precedence over the name greeni 
Schouteden, 1905, as published in the binomen Lachnus greeni, whenever the 
two are considered to be synonyms; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 
(a) tujafilina Del Guercio, 1909, as published in the binomen Lachniella 

tujafilina, with the endorsement that it is to be given precedence over the 
name greeni Schouteden, 1905, as published in the binomen Lachnus greeni, 
whenever the two are considered to be synonyms; 

(b) greeni Schouteden, 1905, as published in the binomen Lachnus greeni, with 
the endorsement that it is to not to be given priority over the name tujafilina 
Del Guercio, 1909, as published in the binomen Lachniella tujafilina, 
whenever the two are considered to be synonyms. 
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Case 3298 


Curculio assimilis Paykull, 1792 (currently Ceutorhynchus assimilis; 
Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed conservation of the specific name 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the specific name of Ceutorhynchus assimilis (Paykull, 1792) for the species 
commonly known as the ‘cabbage seed weevil’ (family CURCULIONIDAE), a major pest 
of oilseed rape. The name Ceutorhynchus assimilis is threatened by three senior 
primary homonyms Curculio assimilis Fabricius, 1775, C. assimilis Harrer, 1784 and 
C. assimilis Herbst, 1784. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; CURCULIONIDAE; Ceutorhynchus 
assimilis; cabbage seed weevil; oilseed rape pests. 


1. The name Curculio assimilis was established by Paykull, 1792 (p. 69) for a species 
of seed weevil and has been in continuous use for a major pest of oilseed rape (e.g. 
Reitter, 1916; Balachowsky, 1963; Edwards & Heath, 1964; Schmidt, 1970; Hill, 
1987, 1994; Seymour, 1989; Alford, 1999, 2003; Lane & Gladders, 2000; Alford, 
Nilsson & Ulber, 2003; Williams, 2003). The name is preoccupied by three senior 
primary homonyms: C. assimilis Fabricius, 1775 (p. 134) (currently Lasiorrhynchus 
barbicornis (Fabricius, 1775)), C. assimilis Harrer, 1784 (p. 184) (currently Cionus 
thapsi (Fabricius, 1792)) and C. assimilis Herbst, 1784 (p. 77) (currently Magdalis 
violacea Linnaeus, 1758), all in the family CURCULIONIDAE (see WTaxa Electronic 
Catalogue of Weevil Names (Curculionoidea)). None of the senior homonyms has 
been used in the genus Ceutorhynchus since 1899. 

2. The name Curculio obstrictus Marsham, 1802 (p. 255) was used only once since 
1899 (as Ceutorhynchus obstrictus) by Colonnelli (1993), for the cabbage seed weevil, 
a species for which the name C. assimilis is in prevailing use (see Alford, 2003). 
Colonnelli (1993) applied the name C. assimilis to a species commonly known as the 
turnip gall weevil and for which the name Curculio pleurostigma Marsham, 1802 (p. 
282) is in prevailing use (see Balachowsky, 1963; Alford, 2003). Usage of the name C. 
assimilis by Colonnelli (1993) was also invalid since it is a preoccupied name. 
Therefore, in the interest of stability and particularly because of the economic 
importance of the taxa involved, it is proposed that the Commission use its plenary 
power to rule that the specific name of Curculio assimilis Paykull, 1792 (currently 
Ceutorhynchus assimilis) is not invalid by reason of being a junior primary homonym. 

3. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to rule that the name assimilis Paykull, 1792, as 

published in the binomen Curculio assimilis, is not invalid by reason of being 
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a junior primary homonym of assimilis Fabricius, 1775, assimilis Harrer, 1784, 
and assimilis Herbst in Fuessli, 1784, as published in the binomen Curculio 
assimilis; 

(2) to place the name assimilis Paykull, 1792, as published in the binomen Curculio 
assimilis, on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology. 
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Case 3299 


Staphylinus punctulatus Paykull, 1789 (currently Gyrohypnus 
punctulatus; Insecta, Coleoptera, STAPHYLINIDAE): proposed 
conservation of the specific name 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.5 of the Code, is to 
conserve the specific name of Staphylinus punctulatus Paykull, 1789. The name is a 
junior primary homonym of Staphylinus punctulatus Goeze, 1777 (currently Othius 
punctulatus), but the specific names have not been considered as congeneric since 
1830. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; STAPHYLINIDAE; Gyrohypnus punctulatus; rove 
beetles; Palaearctic. 


1. The name Staphylinus punctulatus was established by Goeze, 1777 (p. 730) for a 
common species of western palaearctic rove beetle. It was last used in its original 
combination by Turton (1802, p. 518, misspelled as pustulatus) and was removed 
from the nominal genus Staphylinus by Fauvel (1886, p. 47). 

2. Paykull, 1789 (p. 30) described another common species of rove beetle (from 
Sweden) under the name Staphylinus punctulatus. The species was placed in the genus 
Gyrohypnus Kirby, 1819 by Curtis (1829, p. 27) and last used in the genus Staphylinus 
by Sahlberg (1830, p. 333). Gyrohypnus punctulatus (Paykull) has been cited as a valid 
name in numerous publications. Herman (2001) listed 26 publications citing G. 
punctulatus (Paykull) as a valid name since 1950, e.g. Bordoni (1982, p. 214), Coiffait 
(1956, p. 54; 1972, p. 182), Lohse (1958, p. 120; 1964, p. 161), Palm (1963, p. 47), and 
Toth (1989, p. 17). Muona (1979, p. 16) replaced the name with G. ater (Stephens, 
1833, p. 255) and Lohse (1988) replaced it with the junior synonym G. Jiebei 
(Scheerpeltz, 1926, p. 86). According to Herman (2001), since 1988 the species was 
listed under both G. punctulatus (Paykull) (six times) and G. liebei (Scheerpeltz) (four 
times). Examination of the holotype of G. liebei (Scheerpeltz) revealed that the name 
is ajunior synonym of G. angustatus Stephens, 1833 (p. 263) and not of G. punctulatus 
(Paykull) (Assing, 2003). 

3. Herman (2001) listed no synonym of Gyrohypnus punctulatus (Paykull) or G. 
liebei (Scheerpeltz) that would be eligible as a replacement name for G. punctulatus 
(Paykull). The list of synonyms of G. fracticornis (Miller, 1776, p. 99), with which G. 
punctulatus (Paykull) had been confused until both species were separated by Lohse 
(1958), includes three names whose identity had not been reexamined since 1958. 
However, one of them, Othius ater Stephens, 1833 (p. 255), refers to O. laeviusculus 
Stephens, 1833 (p. 255) (Assing, 2003). The two remaining names, O. obscurus 
Stephens, 1833 (p. 256) and Xantholinus melanarius Fauvel, 1872 (p. 304), a 
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replacement name for X. morio Reitter, 1872 (p. 167), have not been used as valid 
names since 1858 and 1873 respectively (Herman, 2001) and their types are 
apparently lost (Assing, 2003). 

4. The name Staphylinus punctulatus Paykull, 1789 (currently Gyrohypnus punctu- 
/atus) is in current use and it has not been considered to be congeneric with its senior 
primary homonym Staphylinus punctulatus Goeze, 1777 (currently Othius punctula- 
tus) since 1899. Under Article 23.9.5, a junior primary homonym must not be 
automatically replaced and the case should be referred to the Commission for a 
ruling under the plenary power. Both nominal species have been treated in a great 
number of faunistic and ecological papers and conservation of the long established 
name Gyrohypnus punctulatus (Paykull) is proposed in the interest of stability. 

5. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to rule that the specific name punctulatus Paykull, 
1789, as published in the binomen Staphylinus punctulatus, is not invalid by 
reason of being a junior primary homonym of punctulatus Goeze, 1777, as 
published in the binomen Staphylinus punctulatus; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name punctulatus 
Paykull, 1789, as published in the binomen Staphylinus punctulatus (not invalid 
by the ruling in (1) above). 
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Case 3302 


Buprestis sexsignata Say, 1839 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed 
precedence of the specific name over those of Chrysobothris ignipes 
Gory & Laporte, 1838 and Chrysobothris germari Gory & Laporte, 
1838 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the specific name Buprestis sexsignata Say, 1839 for a species of jewel 
beetle (family BUPRESTIDAE) by giving it precedence over its unused senior 
synonyms Chrysobothris ignipes Gory & Laporte, 1838 and C. germari Gory & 
Laporte, 1838. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; BUPRESTIDAE; Buprestis sexsignata; 
Chrysobothris ignipes; Chrysobothris germari; buprestids; jewel beetles. 


1. Say (1823, p. 161) established the name Buprestis sexguttata (originally spelled 
6-guttata) for a species of jewel beetle (family BUPRESTIDAE) from Missouri and the 
Atlantic States, North America. Subsequently, Say (1839, p. 158) proposed the 
replacement name Buprestis sexsignata, noting that the name B. sexguttata was 
preoccupied by an ‘American’ species which he attributed to Herbst (now attributed 
to Brahm (1790, p. 141)), itself a junior subjective synonym of B. ater Linnaeus, 1767 
(p. 663) (currently Agri/us ater) from Europe and a junior primary homonym of B. 
sexguttatus Thunberg, 1789 (p. 97) (currently Agrilus sexguttatus) from Africa. 
Although the paper containing Say’s replacement name was read in 1836, it was not 
actually published until 1839. All subsequent authors have referred to this species as 
Chrysobothris sexsignata (Say, 1839). The species is common throughout eastern 
North America, and notes about its distribution and biology. have been made by 
many authors including Knull (1920, p. 6; 1922, p. 82; 1930, p. 83; 1934, p. 208); 
Fisher (1942, p. 224); Hespenheide (1973, p. 185); Nelson & MacRae (1990, p. 352); 
MacRae (1991, p. 113) and MacRae & Nelson (2003, p. 65). 

2. Gory & Laporte (1838, p. 50) established the nominal species Chrysobothris 
ignipes from “Boston, Massachusetts’ and Chrysobothris germari from “North 
America’. LeConte (1873, p. 332) considered C. ignipes to be a synonym of C. 
sexsignata and C. germari to be possibly a variety of C. solieri Gory & Laporte, 1838 
(a Palearctic species that LeConte mistakenly considered to be from Mexico). 
Kerremans (1892, p. 214) followed LeConte’s synonymy for C. ignipes and also 
placed C. germari in synonymy with C. sexsignata. All authors subsequent to 
Kerremans (1892) have followed this synonymy including Chamberlin (1926, p. 171), 
Obenberger (1934, p. 651) and Fisher (1942, p. 224). 
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3. Since Say’s replacement name was not published until 1839, it is a junior 
subjective synonym of both C. ignipes and C. germari. However, neither of these 
latter names has been used as valid after 1899 (C. ignipes since Gory & Laporte (1838) 
and C. germari since LeConte (1873)), qualifying them as nomina oblita under Article 
23.9.1.1 of the Code. The name C. sexsignata (Say), on the other hand, has been fairly 
widely used for more than 150 years; however, its usage does not meet the 
requirements of Article 23.9.1.2 for declaration as a nomen protectum. This precludes 
an automatic reversal of precedence under the provisions of Article 23.9.2. Therefore 
this case is submitted to the Commission under Article 23.9.3. 

4. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to give the specific name sexsignata Say, 1839, as 
published in the binomen Buprestis sexsignata, precedence over the names 
ignipes Gory & Laporte, 1838, as published in the binomen Chrysobothris 
ignipes, and germari Gory & Laporte, 1838, as published in the binomen 
Chrysobothris germari, whenever sexsignata Say, 1839 and ignipes Gory & 
Laporte, 1838 and/or germari Gory & Laporte, 1838, are considered to be 
synonyms; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 
(a) sexsignata Say, 1839, as published in the binomen Buprestis sexsignata, 

with the endorsement that it is to be given precedence over the names 
ignipes Gory & Laporte, 1838, as published in the binomen Chrysobothris 
ignipes, and germari Gory & Laporte, 1838, as published in the binomen 
Chrysobothris germari, whenever sexsignata Say, 1839 and ignipes Gory & 
Laporte, 1838, and / or germari Gory & Laporte, 1838 are considered to be 
synonyms; 

(b) ignipes Gory & Laporte, 1838, as published in the binomen Chrysobothris 
ignipes, with the endorsement that it is not to be given priority over the 
name sexsignata Say, 1839, as published in the binomen Buprestis 
sexsignata, whenever the two are considered to be synonyms; 

(c) germari Gory & Laporte, 1838, as published in the binomen Chrysobothris 
germari, with the endorsement that it is not to be given priority over 
the name sexsignata Say, 1839, as published in the binomen Buprestis 
sexsignata, whenever the two are considered to be synonyms. 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 81 of the Code, is to conserve 
the subsequent spelling of the specific name Hyloxalus panamensis as a justified 
emendation of Hyloxalus panamansis Dunn, 1933 (currently Colostethus panamansis) 
for a Central American dendrobatid frog species which is the subject of important 
behavioural, environmental and biochemistry studies. While the original spelling 
panamansis is presently valid, both spellings have been in use since 1940. Although 
neither spelling has been established in prevailing usage, the emended spelling is 
becoming more widely used and is expected to prevail in the near future. It is 
proposed that the spelling panamensis be recognised as a justified emendation. 
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1. Dunn (1933) named the Panamanian species Hyloxalus panamansis. Although 
an etymology is not provided in the original publication, it is clear that the specific 
name isin reference to the Panamanian origin of the taxon and is an incorrect 
latinization. In his next paper dealing with this taxon, Dunn (1940) referred to it with 
the correct latinization, as Hyloxalus panamensis, although he did not propose this as 
an explicit emendment of the previous spelling. In all his unpublished notes, Dunn 
used only the emended spelling, and there is no direct evidence that he was ever aware 
of his lapsus. 

2. The taxon was infrequently treated subsequently, and neither spelling has clearly 
come into prevailing usage. Duellman (1966) applied the original spelling as 
Prostherapis panamansis. Heatwole & Sexton (1966) followed the emended spelling 
when they treated the taxon as the subspecies Phyllobates inguinalis panamensis. 
Savage (1968) followed the emended spelling in placing Hy/oxalus panamensis in the 
synonymy of Colostethus inguinalis (Cope, 1868). Silverstone (1976) employed the 
original spelling, but also considered the taxon to be a synonym of Colostethus 
inguinalis, and Ibanez et al. (1999) listed Prostherapis panamansis and Hyloxalus 
panamansis as ‘familiar synonyms’ of Colostethus inguinalis. Frost's (1999-2002) 
widely cited electronic catalogue listed both spellings and explicitly considered 
panamensis to be a justified emendation. The taxon remained in synonymy with 
Colostethus inguinalis (Cope, 1868) from 1968 until 2004, when the synonymy was 
refuted by Grant (2004, p. 6). 

3. There is no evidence in the original publication itself to allow panamansis to be 
treated as an inadvertent error. The specific name appears twice in the original 
publication (pp. 69, 70), and in both instances it is spelled panamansis. Therefore, the 
conditions of Article 32.5 (Incorrect original spellings) of the Code are not met, since 
incorrect latinization alone is not to be considered an inadvertent error. Although 
Dunn’s (1940) subsequent publication may be interpreted as evidence of an intended 
correction by the original author, that publication appeared seven years later and 
therefore does not satisfy Article 32.5.1.1 (Simultaneous correction). 

4. The retention of Dunn’s (1933) original incorrect latinization as the correct 
spelling will undoubtedly cause confusion, as it has in the past (see above). Because 
the species was in synonymy for most of the last 35 years, during which time the vast 
majority of research on dendrobatid frogs has occurred, neither spelling has been 
established in prevailing usage. However, in resurrecting the species Grant (2004) 
suggested using the emended spelling. Hence the emended spelling of the name is 
likely to begin to appear in the modern literature. This Central American species was 
the subject of extremely influential papers in behavioural ecology, in all of which it 
was erroneously synonymized with Colostethus inguinalis (Cope, 1868). In addition, 
this species of frog is the only dendrobatid known to possess tetrodoxin (all other 
alkaloids of dendrobatids are lipophilic), and the species is cited in the natural 
products/biochemistry literature. It is very likely that in the near future workers in 
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these fields will refer to this species of frog using the combination Colostethus 
panamensis. 

5. In order to avoid confusion and promote stability, as outlined in Article 81, we 
ask the Commission to exercise its plenary power to validate Hyloxalus panamensis 
as a justified emendation of the original spelling Hyloxalus panamansis Dunn, 1933. 

6. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to rule that panamensis is a justified emendation of 
the original spelling panamansis Dunn, 1933, as published in the binomen 
Hyloxalus panamansis; 

(2) to place the name panamensis Dunn, 1933, in the binomen Hyloxalus 
panamensis, on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology; 

(3) to place the name panamansis Dunn, 1933, as published in the binomen 
Hyloxalus panamansis, on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific 
Names in Zoology. 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the subspecific name Nectarinia senegalensis cruentata Ruppell, 1845 for the 
Ethiopian, SE-Sudanese and Eritrean population of the scarlet-chested sunbird, 
originally proposed as Nectarinia cruentata. The senior objective synonym Cinnyris 
proteus Ruppell, 1840 has not been used since its first publication except in 
synonymy. It is proposed that the name cruentata Ruppell, 1845 be conserved by 
suppression of proteus Ruppell, 1840. 
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1. Ruppell described the same species of sunbird twice, in 1840 and in 1845. 
Ruppell (1840, p. 91 and a footnote on p. 91) proposed by indication a new specific 
name Cinnyris proteus for a sunbird illustrated by Le Vaillant (1808, pp. 165—167, 
pl. 295, fig. 2) under the name ‘Le Sucrier Protée’ (Le Vaillant’s names of birds were 
not latinized binomens; the name on the plate reads “Protté’). In his paper Ruppell 
(1840, p. 91) gave a reference to Le Vaillant’s name ‘Le Sucrier Protée’, which he 
latinized as Cinnyris proteus, thereby providing a valid scientific name (Indications — 
Articles 12.2.1 and 12.2.7). In addition, in the first footnote on p. 91 he described his 
own specimens of Cinnyris proteus on the assumption that they belonged to the same 
taxon as the bird described by Le °Vaillant. However, the bird described by Le 
Vaillant had previously been named by Linnaeus (1766, p. 186) as Certhia senega- 
lensis and is now considered to be a different subspecies to the one described by 
Ruppell (1840, p. 91). 

2. Later, Ruppell (1845, pp. 26—27, pl. 9) established the name Nectarinia cruentata 
based on the same material (this time with no reference to Le Vaillant’s specimens) 
indicating that his species is apparently different from Nectarinia senegalensis 
(Linnaeus, 1766) illustrated by Le Vaillant as “Le Sucrier Protée’. 

3. Ruippell’s (1845) description of Nectarinia-cruentata contains citations from his 
description of Cinnyris proteus published in 1840, positively suggesting that it is 
indeed the same taxon. Bonaparte (1850, p. 406) was the first to recognize this fact 
and synonymized Cinnyris proteus with Nectarinia cruentata, not, however, acknowl- 
edging priority. 


Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 63(1) March 2006 43 


4. Nectarinia cruentata Ruppell, 1845 is treated in modern taxonomy as a 
subspecies of Nectarinia senegalensis (Linnaeus, 1766), first published in this combi- 
nation by Neumann (1906, pp. 252, 254). 

5. To the author’s knowledge nobody since its first publication has used the senior 
synonym Cinnyris proteus Ruppell, 1840, which precedes the name Nectarinia 
cruentata Rippell, 1845, except in synonymy. Therefore the conditions of Article 
23.9.1.1 (Reversal of Precedence) of the Code are met (see Rtippell, 1845, p. 26; Murs 
& Prévost, 1847, p. 87; Ferret & Galinier, 1850, p. 248; Bonaparte, 1850, p. 406; 
Brehm, 1863, p. 211; Heuglin, 1864, p. 262; Blanford, 1868, p. 284; Heuglin, 1869, 
p. 228; Finsch, 1870, p. 229; Blanford, 1870, p. 352; Salvadori, 1873, p. 450; Shelley, 
1878, p. 259; Gadow, 1884, p. 93; Salvadori, 1884, p. 125; Hartert, 1891, p. 30; 
Shelley, 1900, p. 100; Reichenow, 1904-1905, p. 462; Neumann, 1906, p. 252; Hilgert, 
1908, p. 146; Salvadori, 1916, p. 11; Moltoni, 1937, p. 250; Moltoni, 1939, p. 36; 
Steinbacher, 1949, p. 116; Cave & Macdonald, 1955, p. 353; Smith, 1957, p. 328; 
Toschi, 1959, p. 399; Mackworth-Praed & Grant, 1960, p. 795; Rand, 1967, p. 234; 
Wolters, 1979, p. 278; Nikolaus, 1987, p. 250; Lewis & Pomeroy, 1989, p. 495; 
Howard & Moore, 1991, p. 425; Clements, 2000, p. 547; Fry et al., 2000, p. 194; 
Cheke & Mann, 2001, p. 236; Dickinson, 2003, p. 707). 

5. However, the conditions of Article 23.9.1.2 of the Code are not met. Zoological 
Record from 1955 to 2004 does not list any publication which cited the particular 
subspecies of the scarlet-chested sunbird. Only general and local check-lists of the 
Ethiopian/North Kenyan avifauna and the monograph of Cheke & Mann (2001) 
offer such detail. The limited use of the name cruentata in the preceding 50 years does 
not allow its automatic conservation under the provisions of the Code. 

6. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the name proteus Ruppell, 1840, as 
published in the binomen Cinnyris proteus, for the purposes of the Principle of 
Priority but not for those of the Principle of Homonymy; 

(2) to place the name cruentata Riippell, 1845, as published in the binomen 
Nectarinia cruentata, on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology; 

(3) to place the name proteus Ruppell, 1840, as published in the binomen Cinnyris 
proteus and as suppressed in (1) above, on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid 
Specific Names in Zoology. 
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Comments on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Helix papillaris 
Miiller, 1774 (currently Papillifera papillaris; Mollusca, Gastropoda) 
(Case 3319; see BZN 62: 130-133) 


(1) Francisco W. Welter-Schultes 
Zoologisches Institut, Berliner Str. 28, D-37073 Goettingen, Germany 


I do not support the application by Giusti & Manganelli requesting the conserva- 
tion of the name Helix papillaris Muller, 1774 and suppression of Turbo bidens 
Linnaeus, 1758. I think that a simple species taxon possibly being threatened by a 
senior synonym alone does not justify an application to the Commission. Helix 
papillaris is not the type species of an important genus so, apart from this single 
species name, nothing more is threatened. Species names have to be replaced by older 
synonyms, this is something that happens from time to time and malacologists are 
used to this. Although Papillifera papillaris is a well-known name, I could also live 
with this name being changed. Both names were used in the recent past. Nordsieck 
(2002, p. 36) used the name Papillifera bidens. Dhora & Welter-Schultes (1996, p. 136) 
cited both names. 

At first | agreed with most points raised by Giusti & Manganelli (2005). Gualtieri’s 
(1742) pl. 4 fig. C seems to represent a specimen of Cochlodina laminata (Montagu, 
1803) or another species with reddish shell and without white dots along the suture. 
Buonannt’s (1684) section 3, fig. 41 seems to represent a specimen of Helix papillaris 
Miller, 1774, or a conchologically similar species. It is possible that the Latin words 
of Linnaeus’s diagnosis did not really match the species with the dots on the suture. 
Fixing a neotype for Helix papillaris Muller, 1774 seemed to be justified because 
obviously (in contrast to Giusti & Manganelli’s initial statement) Miiller’s diagnosis 
was not clear enough. However, there remains material to be discussed. To me it 
seems that Linnaeus (1758) had several different species in mind. Giusti & Manganelli 
ignored the point that Linnaeus himself tried to specify what he meant when, in the 
12th edition (1767, p. 1240), he added Buonanni’s figure to the list of references 
(Bonan. recr. 3. t. 41. Aucta.’). This suggests that this figure also obviously matched 
Linnaeus’s idea of the species or the specimens he examined. However, the text of the 
description alone does not convince me that he could not have meant P. papillaris. 
Schroter (1784, p. 55) referred to Limné, 1767 (not to Linnaeus, 1758) and suspected 
that the citation by Gualtieri (1742, pl. 4, fig. C) was an error and had to be replaced 
by figs. D and E. In my opinion this is a possible and justified interpretation 
considering that the confusion was initiated by Linnaeus himself. As the first reviser, 
Schréter intended to specify which species Linnaeus had meant among several 
possible ones. He explicitly mentioned a specimen from Firenze in his collection. 

Citing Rossmassler’s (1835) Latin malacological dictionary, Giusti & Manganelli 
claimed that the name Helix papillaris cannot be derived from the original Latin text. 
I am not convinced for three reasons. First, Rossmassler’s publication was issued 
nearly 80 years after Linnaeus’s description. We have to consider that in the 
meantime it had become necessary to define and fix Latin malacological expressions 
because nobody spoke Latin except a few scientists, the language developed faster 
than any other language and many terms had been unclear. Second, there are reasons 
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to suspect that Linnaeus did not mention the white dots for good reasons. In old and 
eroded shells the white dots are expressed much more faintly than in fresh shells. It 
is also possible that Linnaeus saw some shells with dots and some without, and did 
not mention the dots because he thought this feature was not characteristic for what 
he thought was one species. And third, a possible misinterpretation of the Latin text, 
particularly the expression ‘sutura subcrenata’, would also apply to Linnaeus himself 
as demonstrated in the 1767 work. If the Latin description was clear and the words 
were misinterpreted by Schroter and Falkner et al., Linnaeus is also to be added to 
the list of authors who misinterpreted his own text. However, this does not make 
much sense. It remained unclear what Linnaeus really meant and Schroter had to 
make a decision. 

I do not think that it is useful and necessary, at the current state of discussion, to 
ask the Commission to solve the problem. The malacologists can and should solve 
the problem internally. The neotype designation by Falkner et al. (2002) for Turbo 
bidens is not effective. It does not fit the condition that a neotype must be based on 
a specimen deposited in a research collection of a recognized scientific or educational 
institution, cited by name (Article 75.3.7). I would recommend designating the 
neotype of Helix papillaris Miller, 1774 as the neotype of Turbo bidens Linnaeus, 
1758. This action would also be in accord with Schr6ter’s revision because the 
neotype specimen is from Firenze. No decision by the Commission is necessary. I am 
also against placing a name on an Official List or Index. I am generally opposed to 
the idea of an Official List, for which I see no need. In my opinion the historical 
nomenclatural system is sufficient. 


Additional references 


Buonanni, F. 1684. Recreatio mentis, et oculi in observatione Animalium Testaceorum curiosis 
nature inspectoribus: Italico sermone primum proposita .. . nunc denuo ab eodem Latiné 
oblata, centum additis Testaceorum iconibus, circa que varia problemata proponuntur. xvi, 
270 [10] pp., 139 pls. Romae. 

Dhora, D. & Welter-Schultes, F.W. 1996. List of species and atlas of the non-marine molluscs 
of Albania. Schriften zur Malakozoologie, 9: 90-197. 


(2) Michael HOlling 
Spanischer Weg 32, 44143 Dortmund, Germany 


I would like to bring to your attention the fact that Falkner, Ripken & Falkner, 
(2002, pp. 112-113), in a checklist of French continental molluscs published in the 
context of the CLECOM-project, selected a neotype for Turbo bidens Linnaeus, 1758, 
thereby stabilizing the usage of the name, which is also used by one of the leading 
clausiliid specialists, Hartmut Nordsieck (see http://www.clausilia.de/). Therefore, I 
consider the proposition of Giusti & Manganelli unnecessary. 


(3) E. Gittenberger 


National Museum of Natural History Naturalis | Institute of Biology, Leiden 
University, P.O. 9517 RA, Leiden, The Netherlands 


I would like to emphasize that I agree with the proposals in BZN 62: 132. In my 
view stability is served the best possible way by accepting the proposals. 


48 Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 63(1) March 2006 


Comment on the proposed conservation of usage of the name Bythinella 
Mogquin-Tandon, 1856 (Mollusca, Gastropoda, Prosobranchia, RISSOOIDEA) by 
designation of Bulimus viridis Poiret, 1801 as the type species 

(Case 3321; see BZN 62: 134-139) 


E. Gittenberger 


National Museum of Natural History Naturalis | Institute of Biology, Leiden 
University, P.O. 9517 RA, Leiden, The Netherlands 


I agree with the proposals in BZN 62: 137. In my view stability is best served by 
accepting these proposals. 


Comment on the proposed precedence of TUBIFICIDAE Vejdovsky, 1876 over NAIDIDAE 
Ehrenberg, 1828 (Annelida, Clitellata) 
(Case 3305; see BZN 62: 226-231) 


Tarmo Timm 


Centre for Limnology, Estonian University of Life Sciences, 61101 Rannu, 
Tartumaa, Estonia 


Zoological nomenclature as a tool of systematics has two, often controversial, 
main tasks: reflecting the phylogeny of the animals and enabling biologists to easily 
survey taxa for any other purpose. The phylogenetic (in principle, ideal) system 1s in 
eternal competition with the more or less artificial but stable and comprehensive 
system used in practical research and teaching. The first one is formally preferred; 
however, its orthodox application would be simply ignored by the majority of 
zoologists. 

The Principle of Priority, a cornerstone of zoological nomenclature, can fall into 
similar controversy with the everyday needs of zoology. In this case a decision either 
for or against the proposals is likely to cause problems. 

The NAIDIDAE (now NAIDINAE) proved to be a derived group descending from the 
much larger stem group TUBIFICIDAE sensu stricto. Thus, possible nomenclatural 
changes in the first group would affect considerably fewer taxa than those in the 
second. This is the pragmatic reason why I support the proposal made by Erséus, 
Gustavsson and Brinkhurst. 


Comment on the proposed reinstatement of the specific name of Sphyraena acus 
Lacepéde, 1803 (currently Tylosurus acus; Teleostei, BELONIDAE) 
(Case 3297; see BZN 62: 232-236) 


Joseph S. Nelson 


Department of Biological Sciences, University. of Alberta, Edmonton, 
Alberta T6G 2E9, Canada (address for correspondence) 


Hector Espinosa-Perez 
Universidad Nacional Autonoma de Mexico, Mexico City, D.F., Mexico 
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Lloyd T. Findley 
CIAD-Unidad Guaymas, Guaymas, Sonora, Mexico 


Carter R. Gilbert 
University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, U.S.A. 


Robert N. Lea 
California Fish and Game, Monterey, California, U.S.A. 


Nicholas E. Mandrak 


Great Lakes Laboratory for Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, Burlington, Ontario, 
Canada 


James D. Williams 
United States Geological Survey, Gainesville, Florida, U.S.A. 


We, members of the Committee on Names of Fishes, a joint committee of 
the American Fisheries Society and the American Society of Ichthyologists and 
Herpetologists, support the proposal by Collette & Parin that the Commission use its 
plenary power and reinstate the specific name of Sphyraena acus Lacepéde, 1803. We 
believe that the petitioners make an excellent case for this action. In our various 
editions of Common and scientific names of fishes .. ., our committee used the specific 
name as Strongylura acus in 1960 and as Tylosurus acus in 1970, 1980, 1991 and 2004. 
During the preparation of the 2004 edition (Nelson et al., 2004), we were prepared to 
follow Opinion 900 and accept the suppression of the name Ty/losurus acus 
(Lacepéde, 1803) and use Tylosurus imperialis (Rafinesque, 1810). However, given 
analyses that almost all authors, both in systematic and non-systematic literature, 
continue to use the specific name acus, as earlier advocated by Collette & Berry, 1965 
(p. 391) and with which we agree, we continued to use acus. Present usage is 
compatible with the fact that the type locality for the oldest available name, 7. acus, 
is the West Indies, while that for 7. imperialis is the Mediterranean Sea. Amending 
the ruling in Opinion 900 (1) and placing the name acus, as published in the binomen 
Sphyraena acus Lacepéde, 1803, on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology as 
proposed in BZN 62: 234 will have the greatest stabilizing effect. 


Comment on the proposed conservation of Palamopus E. Hitchcock, 1845 
(Ichnotaxa, Reptilia?) 
(Case 3348: see BZN 62: 237-239) 


Spencer G. Lucas 


New Mexico Museum of Natural History and Science, 1801 Mountain Road NW, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87104-1375, U.S.A. 


I support Emma Rainforth’s (BZN 62: 237-239) application to conserve 
Palamopus Hitchcock, 1845 and suppress its senior objective synonym Sauroidi- 
chnites Hitchcock, 1837. I base my support of her application on the following 
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considerations: Sauroidichnites Hitchcock, 1837 is the senior objective synonym of 
Palamopus Hitchcock, 1845 but has not been used as a valid name after 1899, so it 
is anomen oblitum; Palamopus Hitchcock, 1845 has been used since 1899, though not 
in a sufficient number of works by enough authors during the last 50 years to satisfy 
the conditions of Article 23.9.1.2. Nevertheless, all of the usage since 1845 has been 
of the name Palamopus. Furthermore, most workers have considered Lull (1953) to 
be the standard work on Connecticut Valley tracks, and Lull used Palamopus. 
Haubold (1971), in another standard compendium, also used Palamopus. 

Rainforth (2005, pp. 356-361) reviewed in detail the tortured ichnotaxonomic 
history of Palamopus and also reviewed (pp. 436-439) the even more tortured history 
of Sauroidichnites. These reviews demonstrate that Sauroidichnites is the more 
_ problematical name. Thus, for example, Ornithichnites palmatus is the type species of 
Sauroidichnites, but most authors have erroneously considered its type species to be 
S. barrattii, which is a nomen nudum. The name Sauroidichnites reflects Hitchcock’s 
early philosophy in naming the Connecticut Valley footprints he studied. He thought 
that these footprints represented three classes of vertebrates (amphibians, reptiles 
and birds) and coined an ichnogeneric name for each class: Batrachoidichnites, 
Sauroidichnites and Ornithoidichnites, respectively. Each broadly construed ichno- 
genus encompassed many ichnospecies. In 1845, Hitchcock abandoned that 
philosophy and coined new ichnogeneric names more similar to the kinds of 
ichnogeneric names coined since. Palamopus Hitchcock, 1845, with one ichnospecies, 
is such a name. Most significantly, in 1845 Hitchcock abandoned his own name 
Sauroidichnites and did not use it again. 

In summary, the confused ichnotaxonomic name Sauroidichnites was based on an 
antiquated and long abandoned philosophy of ichnotaxonomy. The original author 
of Sauroidichnites abandoned it in 1845 and it has not been used since. Palamopus is 
a less confused ichnotaxonomic name and all 20th century usage has been of 
Palamopus. Therefore, it makes sense to suppress Sauroidichnites and conserve the 
name Palamopus. 
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OPINION 2133 (Case 3211) 


CLIONIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851 (Porifera, Hadromerida): emended to 
CLIONAIDAE to remove homonymy with CLIONIDAE Rafinesque, 1815 
(Mollusca, Pteropoda) 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that homonymy between the family names 
CLIONIDAE Rafinesque, 1815 (Mollusca) and CLIONIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851 (Porifera) is 
removed by changing the spelling of the junior homonym, and that the entire generic 
name Cliona Grant, 1826 (Porifera) is used to form the name CLIONAIDAE, leaving the 
stem of the senior homonym (based on the name Clione Pallas, 1774, Mollusca) 
unchanged. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; CLIIDAE; CLIONAIDAE; CLIONIDAE; Clio; Cliona; 
Clione; Clio pyramidata; Cliona celata; Clione borealis; pteropods; boring sponges. 


Ruling 
(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that: 

(a) for the purposes of Article 29 of the Code the stem of the generic name 
Cliona Grant, 1826 is Cliona-; 

(b) the type genus of the family. CLIONIDAE Rafinesque, 1815 is Clione Pallas, 
1774 and not Clione Rafinesque, 1815. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Generic Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) Clio Linnaeus, 1767, type species by subsequent designation by Gray (1847) 
Clio pyramidata Linnaeus, 1767 (Mollusca); 

(b) Clione Pallas, 1774, type species by monotypy Clione borealis Pallas, 1774 
(Mollusca); 

(c) Cliona Grant, 1826, type species by monotypy Cliona celata Grant, 1826 
(Porifera). 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) pyramidata Linnaeus, 1767, as published in the binomen Clio pyramidata 
(specific name of the type species of Clio Linnaeus, 1767) (Mollusca); 

(b) imacina Phipps, 1774, as published in the binomen Clio limacina (senior 
synonym of Clione borealis Pallas, 1774, specific name of the type species of 
Clione Pallas, 1774) (Mollusca); 

(c) celata Grant, 1826, as published in the binomen Cliona celata (specific 
name of the type species of Cliona Grant, 1826) (Porifera). 

(4) The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Family-Group 
Names in Zoology: 

(a) CLIONIDAE Rafinesque, 1815, type genus Clione Pallas, 1774 (Mollusca); 
(b) CLIONAIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851, type genus Cliona Grant, 1826 (spelling 
emended by the ruling in (1) above) (Porifera); 
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(c) CLUDAE Jeffreys, 1869, type genus Clio Linnaeus, 1767 (nomen protectum 
Bouchet & Rocroi, 2005. Malacologia, 47: 51) (Mollusca). 

(5) The name Clione Rafinesque, 1815 (a junior homonym of Clione Pallas, 1774, 
placed on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology in (2)(b) above) ruled 
in (1)(b) above not to be the type genus of CLIONIDAE Rafinesque, 1815 
(Mollusca) is hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid 
Generic Names in Zoology. 

(6) The name cLIONIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851 (an incorrect original spelling of 
CLIONAIDAE, as ruled in (1)(a) above) (Porifera) is hereby placed on the Official 
Index of Rejected and Invalid Family-Group Names in Zoology. 


History of Case 3211 

An application to remove homonymy between the family names CLIONIDAE 
Rafinesque, 1815 (Mollusca) and CLIonIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851 (Porifera) by changing 
the spelling of the junior homonym was received from Philippe Bouchet (Muséum 
national d’Histoire naturelle, Paris, France) and Klaus Rutzler (National Museum of 
Natural History, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC, U.S.A.) on 2 July 2001. 
After correspondence the case was published in BZN 60: 99-102 (June 2003). The 
title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. 
A comment requesting that additional names be taken into consideration was 
published in BZN 61: 167-169 to which one of the authors replied in BZN 62: 84-86. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 60: 100-101 as emended on the voting paper. At the 
close of the voting period on 1 December 2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 21: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, 
Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Song, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes — none. 

Comments by Alonso-Zarazaga, Calder, Kerzhner and van Tol, agreed by 
Bouchet, are taken into consideration by corrections given in this Opinion. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists and Indexes 

by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 

celata, Cliona, Grant, 1826, The Edinburgh New Philosophical Journal, 1826: 78. 

Clio Linnaeus, 1767, Systema Naturae, Ed. 12, vol. 1, p. 1094. 

CLUDAE Jeffreys, 1869, British conchology, vol. 5, p. 118. 

Cliona Grant, 1826, The Edinburgh New Philosophical Journal, 1826: 78. 

CLIONAIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851, Cours élémentaire de paléontologie et de géologie stratigraphiques, 
vol. 2, p. 209. 

Clione Pallas, 1774, Spicilegia Zoologica, vol. 1, fasc. 10, p. 28. 

CLIONIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851, Cours élémentaire de paléontologie et de géologie stratigraphiques, 
vol. 2, p. 209. 

CLIONIDAE Rafinesque, 1815, Analyse de la Nature ou tableau de l’univers et des corps organisés, 
p. 141. 

limacina, Clio, Phipps, 1774, A voyage towards the North Pole undertaken by His Majesty's 
command 1773, p. 195. 
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The following is the reference for the designation of Clio pyramidata Linnaeus, 1767 as the 


type species of the nominal genus C/io Linnaeus, 1767 (type genus of the family CLIIDAE 
Jeffreys, 1869): 


Gray, J.E. 1847. Proceedings of the Zoological Society of London, 15: 203. 
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OPINION 2134 (Case 3316) 


Hindia Duncan, 1879 (Porifera): conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the name Hindia Duncan, 1879 is conserved 
for a fossil demosponge genus ranging from the Ordovician to the Devonian by the 
suppression of two senior synonyms, the little used Sphaerolites Hinde, 1875 and 
Microspongia Miller & Dyer, 1878 of doubtful identity. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Porifera; HINDIIDAE; Hindia; Sphaerolites; 
Microspongia; fossil sponges; Ordovician; Silurian; Devonian. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is ruled that the following generic names are hereby 
suppressed for the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the 
Principle of Homonymy: 

(a) Microspongia Miller & Dyer, 1878; 
(b) Sphaerolites Hinde, 1875. 

(2) The name Hindia Duncan, 1879 (gender: feminine), type species by monotypy 
Hindia sphaeroidalis Duncan, 1879 is hereby placed on the Official List of 
Generic Names in Zoology. 

(3) The name sphaeroidalis Duncan, 1879, as published in the binomen Hindia 
sphaeroidalis (specific name of the type species of Hindia Duncan, 1879), is 
hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology. 

(4) The name HINDIIDAE Rauff, 1894, type genus Hindia Duncan, 1879, is hereby 

placed on the Official List of Family-Group Names in Zoology. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected and 
Invalid Generic Names in Zoology: 

(a) Microspongia Miller & Dyer, 1878 (as suppressed in (1)(a) above); 

(b) Sphaerolites Hinde, 1875 (as suppressed in (1)(b) above). 

The name MICROSPONGIIDAE Howell, 1940 is hereby placed on the Official Index 
of Rejected and Invalid Family-Group Names in Zoology (invalid because the 
name of the type genus is suppressed in (1)(a) above). 


History of Case 3316 

An application to conserve the name Hindia Duncan, 1879 for a fossil demosponge 
genus by the suppression of two senior synonyms, Sphaerolites Hinde, 1875 and 
Microspongia Miller & Dyer, 1878, was received from J. Keith Rigby (Brigham Young 
University, Provo, Utah, U.S.A.) on 27 February 2004. After correspondence the case 
was published in BZN 61: 80-82 (June 2004). The title, abstract and keywords of the 
case were published on the Commission’s website. No comments on this case were 
received. 


— 
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Decision of the Commission 

On 1 September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 81. At the close of the voting period on 1 December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 
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Affirmative votes — 16: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, 
Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Nielsen, 
Papp, Rosenberg and Song. 

Negative votes — 4: Bouchet, Patterson, Stys and van Tol. 

No vote was received from Ng. 

Voting against, Bouchet commented: ‘the name Hindia was treated as a junior 
synonym of Microspongia in no less than the Treatise (de Laubenfels, 1955), and it is 
hard to understand why the nomenclatural consequence of this taxonomic synonymy 
is not accepted by the applicant. After the Treatise (de Laubenfels, 1955), the senior 
synonym was used as the valid name by one author (Zhuravleva, 1962) and the junior 
synonym was used as the valid name by two authors (Bayer, 1967 and the applicant: 
Rigby & Chatterton, 1989, 1999 and Rigby & Webby, 1988). Such limited usage does 
not warrant the use of the plenary power’. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists by the ruling 

given in the present Opinion: 

Hindia Duncan, 1879, Annals and Magazine of Natural History, (5)4: 91. 

HINDIDAE Rauff, 1894, Sitzungsberichte der Niederrheinischen Gesellschaft fiir Natur und 
Heilkunde, vol. 43, p. 327. 

Microspongia Miller & Dyer, 1878, Cincinnati Society of Natural History Journal, 1: 37. 

MICROSPONGIIDAE Howell, 1940, Bulletin of the Wagner Free Institute of Sciences, 15: 45. 

sphaeroidalis, Hindia, Duncan, 1879, Annals and Magazine of Natural History, (5)4: 91. 

Sphaerolites Hinde, 1875, Abstracts of the Proceedings of the Geological Society of London, 
305: 8. 
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OPINION 2135 (Case 3261) 


THEBINI Wenz, 1923, MONACHAINAE/MONACHAINI Wenz, 1930 (1904), 
and SPHINCTEROCHILIDAE Zilch, 1960 (1910) (Mollusca, Gastropoda): 
conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the family-group names THEBINI Wenz, 
1923, MONACHAINAE / MONACHAINI Wenz, 1930 (1904) and sPHINCTEROCHILIDAE Zilch, 
1960 (1910) are conserved for several West Palaearctic helicoid land snails. Problems 
arising as a consequence of rulings given in Opinion 431 (1956) are resolved by 
placing the names THEBINI Wenz, 1923, MONACHAINAE / MONACHAINI Wenz, 1930 
(1904) and sPHINCTEROCHILIDAE Zilch, 1960 on the Official List. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Pulmonata; THEBINI; © MONACHAINAE; 
MONACHAINI; SPHINCTEROCHILIDAE; Leucochroa; Monacha; Sphincterochila; land snails; 
Palaearctic. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled: 

(a) that the name THEBINI Wenz, 1923 is not invalid by reason of its type genus 
being misidentified and that fixation of the type species had been over- 
looked; 

(b) that for the purposes of Article 29 of the Code the stem of the generic name 
Monacha Fitzinger, 1833 is Monacha-; 

(c) that the generic name Leucochroa Beck, 1837, type species by subsequent 
designation by Herrmannsen (1847) Helix albella Linnaeus, 1758, is 
suppressed for the purposes of both the Principle of Priority and the 
Principle of Homonymy; 

(d) that the family-group name LEUCOCHROIDAE Westerlund, 1886, type genus 
Leucochroa Beck, 1837 (type species Helix candidissima Draparnaud, 
1801), is suppressed for the purposes of both the Principle of Priority and 
the Principle of Homonymy, by reason of being based on a misidentified 
type genus, as suppressed in (1)(c) above, itself based on a misidentified 
type species. 

(2) The name Sphincterochila Ancey, 1887 (gender: feminine), type species by 
subsequent designation by Pilsbry (1895) Helix boissieri Charpentier, 1847, is 
hereby placed on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology. 

(3) The entry on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology for the name 
Monacha Fitzinger, 1833 is hereby emended to record that Helix cartusiana 
O.F. Miller, 1774 is the type species by subsequent designation by Her- 
rmannsen (1847) and that the stem of Monacha is Monacha-, as ruled in (1)(b) 
above. 

(4) the following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Family-Group 
Names in Zoology: 


(5 


ma 
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(a) THEBINI Wenz, 1923, type genus Theba Risso, 1826 (type species by 
subsequent designation by Gray (1847) Helix pisana O.F: Miller, 1774), 
with the endorsement that it is not to take the priority of CARTHUSIANINI 
Kobelt, 1904, not invalid by the ruling in (1)(a) above; 

(b) MONACHAINAE / MONACHAINI Wenz, 1930, type genus Monacha Fitzinger, 
1833 (type species by subsequent designation by Herrmannsen (1847) Helix 
cartusiana O.F. Miller, 1774), with the endorsement that it is to take the 
priority of CARTHUSIANINI Kobelt, 1904, and is to be cited MONACHAINAE/ 
MONACHAINI Wenz, 1930 (1904); 

(Cc) SPHINCTEROCHILIDAE Zilch, 1960, type genus Sphincterochila Ancey, 1887 
(type species by subsequent designation by Pilsbry (1895) Helix boissieri 
Charpentier, 1847), with the endorsement that it is to take the priority of 
LEUCOCHROIDAE Westerlund, 1886. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official Index of Generic Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) Teba Turton, 1831 (an incorrect subsequent spelling of Theba Risso, 1826); 

(b) Teba Beck, 1847 (an incorrect subsequent spelling of Theba Risso, 1826); 

(c) Leucochroa Beck, 1837 (an objective synonym of Theba Risso, 1826 and 
suppressed in (1)(c) above); 

(d) Carthusiana Kobelt, 1871 (an objective synonym of Monacha Fitzinger, 
1833). 


(6) The following names are hereby placed on the Official Index of Family-Group 


Names in Zoology: 

(a) XEROPHILIDAE Morch, 1864 (based on a generic name placed on the Official 
Index in Opinion 431); 

(b) LEUCOCHROIDAE Westerlund, 1886 (based on a misidentified type genus 
suppressed in (1)(c) above); 

(c) CARTHUSIANINI Kobelt, 1904 (replaced by MONACHAINAE / MONACHAINI under 
Article 40.2 and based on a genus placed on the Official Index in (5)(d) 
above); 

(d) CALCARINIDAE Pallary, 1909 (based on a generic name which is a junior 
homonym); 

(e€) MONACHINAE Wenz, 1930 (an incorrect original spelling of MONACHAINAE); 

(f) EUPARYPHINAE Perrot, 1939 (based on a generic name placed on the Official 
Index in Opinion 431). 


History of Case 3261 


An application to conserve the family-group names THEBINI Wenz, 1923, MONACH- 


AINAE Wenz, 1930 (1904) and sPHINCTEROCHILIDAE Zilch, 1960 (1910) for several West 
Palaearctic helicoid land snails was received from Philippe Bouchet and Jean-Pierre 


Rocroi (Muséum national d Histoire naturelle, Paris, France) on 12 August 2002. 
Issues raised in the application had been partly resolved in Opinion 431 (1956) by 


placing the names Helicella, Monacha and Theba on the Official List, and the names 
Euparypha, Jacosta, and Xerophila on the Official Index. However, the consequences 


of these rulings on family-group names had not been addressed. After correspon- 
dence the case was published in BZN 61: 154-161 (September 2004). The title, 
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abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. No 
comments on this case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 158-159. At the close of the voting period on 
1 December 2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 21: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, 
Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Song, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes — none. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists and Indexes 
by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 


CALCARINIDAE Pallary, 1909, Mémoires présentés a l'Institut Egyptien, 6(1): 12. 

Carthusiana Kobelt, 1871, Catalog der im Europdischen Faunengebiet lebenden Binnenconchyl- 
ien » mit besonderer Beriicksichtigung der in Rossmdssler’s Sammlung enthaltenen Arten, 
p. 24. 

CARTHUSIANINI Kobelt, 1904, Iconographie der Land- und Stisswasser-Mollusken mit vorziigli- 
cher Berticksichtigung der Europdischen noch nicht abgebildeten Arten, Neue Folge, Bd. 11, 
p. 162. 

EUPARYPHINAE Perrot, 1939, Compte-Rendu des Séances de la Société de Physique et d'Histoire 
naturelle de Geneve, 56(1) [in: Supplément aux Archives des Sciences physiques et naturelles, 
(5)21]: 35. 

Leucochroa Beck, 1837, Index ‘Molluscorum praesentis aevis Musei Principis Augustissimi 
Christiani Frederici, p. 16. 

LEUCOCHROIDAE Westerlund, 1886, Fauna der in der paladrctischen Region lebenden Binnencon- 
chylien. I. Fam. Testacellidae, Glaudinidae, Vitrinidae und Leucochroidae, p. 82. 

MONACHAINI Wenz, 1930 (1904), Fossilium Catalogus, I; Animalia, pars 46(11), p. 3027. 

MONACHINAE Wenz, 1930, Fossilium Catalogus, I: Animalia, pars 46(11), p. 3027. 

Sphincterochila Ancey, 1887, The Conchologists’ Exchange, 2(2): 23. 

SPHINCTEROCHILIDAE Zilch, 1960, Handbuch der Paldozoologie, Band 6, Lief. 4, Gastropoda, p. 
663. 

Teba Turton, 1831, A manual of the land and fresh-water shells of the British Islands, p. 36. 

Teba Beck, 1847, Amtlicher Bericht tiber die Versammlung Deutscher Naturforscher und Artze 
in Kiel im September 1846, 24(2): 122. 

THEBINI Wenz, 1923, Fossilium Catalogus, I: Animalia, pars 18(2) [1923], p. 381. 

XEROPHILIDAE Morch, 1864, Videnskabelige Meddelelser fra den Naturhistorisk Forening i 
Kjobenhavyn, 17—22(1863): 281. 


The following is the reference for the designation of Helix boissieri Charpentier, 1847 as the 
type species for Sphincterochila Ancey, 1887: 


Pilsbry, H.A. 1895. Manual of Conchology, (2)9(33a, 36), p. 234. 
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OPINION 2136 (Case 3311) 


Bathyporeia elegans Watkin, 1938 (Crustacea, Amphipoda): specific 
name conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the specific name of Bathyporeia elegans 
Watkin, 1938, for a common species of amphipod, is conserved by the suppression of 
the senior homonym Bathyporeia elegans Crawford, 1937. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Crustacea; Amphipoda; PONTOPOREIIDAE; 
Bathyporeia elegans. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is ruled that the name e/egans Crawford, 1937, as 
published in the binomen Bathyporeia elegans, is hereby suppressed for the 
purposes of both the Principle of Priority and the Principle of Homonymy. 

(2) The name e/egans Watkin, 1938, as published in the binomen Bathyporeia 
elegans and as defined by the lectotype (Zoologisk Museum i Oslo, ZMO 
F2656) designated by d’Udekem d’Acoz (2004), is hereby placed on the Official 
List of Specific Names in Zoology. 

(3) The name elegans Crawford, 1937, as published in the binomen Bathyporeia 
elegans and as suppressed in (1) above, is hereby placed on the Official Index 
of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in Zoology. 


History of Case 3311 

An application to conserve the specific name of Bathyporeia elegans Watkin, 1938, 
threatened by the senior homonym Bathyporeia elegans Crawford, 1937, was received 
from Cédric d’Udekem d’Acoz and Wim Vader (Tromso Museum, University of 
Tromso, Tromso, Norway) on 3 February 2004. After correspondence the case was 
published in BZN 61: 162-164 (September 2004). The title, abstract and keywords of 
the case were published on the Commission’s website. No comments on this case were 
received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 163. At the close of the voting period on | December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 21: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, 
Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Song, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes — none. 

Voting for, Ng commented that it is ‘not an ideal situation all round, but a yes vote 
will move things forward at least’. Also voting for, Stys commented that he is still in 
doubt that the name Bathyporeia elegans Crawford, 1937 exists and is available. It is 
simply a lapsus calami concerning Sars’s (1891) name, and has, in his opinion, no 
status in nomenclature. 
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Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List and an 
Official Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: ; 
elegans, Bathyporeia, Watkin, 1938, Journal of the Marine Biological Association of the United 
Kingdom, 23: 222. 
elegans, Bathyporeia, Crawford, 1937, Journal of the Marine Biological Association of the 
United Kingdom, 21: 639. 


The following is the reference for the designation of the lectotype of Bathyporeia elegans 
Watkin, 1938: 


Udekem d’Acoz, C. d’. 2004. Zoologische Verhandelingen, 348: 33. 
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OPINION 2137 (Case 3285) 


Pemphigus Hartig, 1839 (Insecta, Hemiptera, APHIDIDAE): conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the generic name Pemphigus Hartig, 1839 
is conserved for a group of aphids of economic importance by suppression of the 
senior subjective synonym Rhizobius Burmeister, 1835. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Hemiptera; APHIDIDAE; Pemphigus; Rhizobius. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is ruled that the name Rhizobius Burmeister, 1835 
is hereby suppressed for the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for 
those of the Principle of Homonymy. 

(2) The entry on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology for Pemphigus 
Hartig, 1839 is hereby emended to record that it is conserved by suppression 
of Rhizobius Burmeister, 1835. 

(3) The name Rhizobius Burmeister, 1835, as suppressed in (1) above, is hereby 
placed on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 
Zoology. 


History of Case 3285 

An application to conserve the generic name Pemphigus Hartig, 1839 for a group 
of aphids of economic importance, by suppression of the senior subjective synonym 
Rhizobius Burmeister, 1835, was received from Juan M. Nieto Nafria and Nicolas 
Pérez Hidalgo (Universidad de Leon, Spain) and Miguel A. Alonso-Zarazaga (Museo 
Nacional de Ciencias Naturales (CSIC), José Gutiérrez Abascal 2, Madrid, Spain) on 
8 May 2003. After correspondence the case was published in BZN 61: 100-102 (June 
2004). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commis- 
sion’s website. A comment in support of the proposals was printed on the voting 
paper. 


Decision of the Commission 

On 1 September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 101. At the close of the voting period on 1 December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 20: Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, Halliday, 
Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, Nielsen, Papp, 
Patterson, Rosenberg, Song, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes — none. 

Alonso-Zarazaga abstained. 


Original references 


The following is the original reference to the name placed on an Official Index by the ruling 
given in the present Opinion: 


Rhizobius Burmeister, 1835, Handbuch der Entomologie, vol. 2, p. 87. 
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OPINION 2138 (Case 3097) 


Bolboceras Kirby, 1819 (July) (Insecta, Coleoptera): not conserved; 
priority maintained for Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 (June) 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that priority should be maintained for the 
generic name Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 for a group of scarab beetles (family 
GEOTRUPIDAE). The junior name Bolboceras Kirby, 1819 is not given precedence over 
the older name whenever they are considered to be synonyms. In the interest of 
stability all previous fixations of type species for the nominal genus Bolboceras Kirby, 
1819 are set aside and Scarabaeus quadridens Fabricius, 1781 is designated as the type 
species. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; GEOTRUPIDAE; Bolboceras; 
Odonteus; Scarabaeus quadridens; scarab beetle. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that all previous fixations of type 
species for the nominal genus Bolboceras Kirby, 1819 are hereby set aside and 
Scarabaeus quadridens Fabricius, 1781 is designated as the type species. 

(2) Itis hereby ruled that the name Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 retains priority over 
the name Bolboceras Kirby, 1819 whenever the two are considered to be 
synonyms. i 

(3) The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Generic names 

in Zoology: 

(a) Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 (gender: masculine), type species by monotypy 
Scarabaeus mobilicornis Fabricius, 1775; 

(b) Bolboceras Kirby, 1819 (gender: neuter), type species by designation in (1) 
above Scarabaeus quadridens Fabricius, 1781. 

The name quadridens Fabricius, 1781, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus 

quadridens and as defined by the lectotype designated in BZN 60: 306 (specific 

name of the type species of Bolboceras Kirby, 1819), is hereby placed on the 

Official List of Specific Names.in Zoology. 


(4 
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History of Case 3097 

An application to conserve the generic name Bolboceras Kirby, 1819 for a group 
of scarab beetles (family GEOTRUPIDAE) by giving it conditional precedence over the 
older name Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 was received from M.L. Jameson (University 
of Nebraska State Museum, Lincoln, Nebraska, U.S.A.) and H.F. Howden (Canadian 
Museum of Nature, Ottawa, Canada) on 26 August 1998. After correspondence the 
case was published in BZN 59: 246-248 (December 2002). The title, abstract and 
keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. Three comments 
in support of the application, providing additional information relevant to the case, 
were published in BZN 59: 280-281; 61: 43 and 113-114. A lengthy comment 
opposing the proposals was published in BZN 60: 303-311 in which alternative 
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proposals were published (p. 307), to which the author’s reply (BZN 61: 43-45) was 
answered in BZN 61: 110-113. Another comment in oppesition was published in 
BZN 61: 171-173. Two comments correcting the gender of the name Bolboceras to 
neuter were published (BZN 61: 113-114; 62: 28-29) and were reflected in the 
proposals printed on the voting paper. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 59: 247, restated on the voting paper with corrections, 
and alternative proposals (BZN 60: 307) also reprinted on the voting paper. At the 
close of the voting period on 1 December 2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: 

original proposals BZN 59: 247 para. 6 (1)-(3) — 3: Bock, Papp and Song; 

original proposals BZN 59: 247 para. 6 (3)(a)-(b) — 1: Patterson; 

original proposals BZN 59: 247 para. 6 (3)(b) — 3: Alonso-Zarazaga, Lamas and 
Mahnert. 

Negative vote (opposing all proposals) — 1: Kerzhner. 

Negative votes (opposing original proposals para. 6 (1)-(3)), approving the 
alternative proposals BZN 60: 307 para. 9 (1)-(3) — 17: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bouchet, 
Brothers, Calder, Fortey, Halliday, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, 
Minelli, Ng, Nielsen, Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

Voting against, Alonso-Zarazaga commented: ‘this is a particular case of split 
prevailing usage among geographically separated zoologists, as Krell, Ballerio & 
Ziani (2004, p. 111) show. For those of us that believe in the Principle of Priority as 
the main rule governing nomenclature, there is no problem in doing a selection: 
Odonteus is one month older than Bolboceras. Stys & Kral (2005, pp. 28-29) show us 
the way to follow the true spirit of the Code as our arbiter. It is regrettable that 
‘convenience’ defence is still producing loss of time and efforts in nomenclatural 
affairs, while there is so much to be done for stability and universality in other areas. 
It is my opinion that the present Code should be emended in the next edition to 
reinforce priority versus ‘convenience’; this is a blot in nomenclature since the Régles 
times. The Code of Botany allows ‘reversal of priority’ only under most strict 
circumstances, while our Code is too flexible and liable to be invoked for unimpor- 
tant cases. If these lines of mine may merit a lecture, I would ask my zoologist 
colleagues to resort to ‘priority reversal’ only in cases where taxa of importance (e.g. 
medical, veterinary, conservation, etc.) are involved. Otherwise priority should be 
applied’. Similarly, Kerzhner also voted against ‘both the original and alternative 
proposals’ and commented: ‘I do not consider that the plenary power should be used 
to give Bolboceras precedence over Odonteus. Both names are currently widely used 
and priority should apply. I do not consider that the plenary power should be used 
to set aside the valid type species designation by Curtis and to designate Scarabaeus 
quadridens as the type species, thus shifting the name Bo/boceras to a further concept 
for which a generic name (/ndobolbus) was established long ago and used in some 
important works (a Google search gives 16 references). If priority had been applied, 
Scarabaeus mobilicornis Fabricius, 1775 (junior synonym of Scarabaeus armiger 
Scopoli, 1772) would be the type species of Odonteus by monotypy and of Bolboceras 
by subsequent designation (Curtis, 1829) making Bolboceras a junior objective 
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synonym of Odonteus. This fact does not prevent further use of family-group names 
based on Bolboceras (see Code, Article 40.1)’. Voting against, Ng commented: ‘this 
is a complex case and I vote to maintain the synonymy established by Krell (1990) 
even though this has clearly upset the general understanding and will still cause some 
‘pain’ now. But the fact is, both names share the same type species and are synonyms. 
Also, it is now 15 years since Krell’s paper was published and taxonomists would 
have learnt to adapt to a changing world. I also note that the genus (whatever name 
being used) contains only less than a dozen species and thus cannot create too many 
problems. As such, since the change has been made, and Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 
is a senior synonym of Bolboceras Kirby, 1819, I prefer to let it stand and request that 
taxonomists adapt to this change’. Also voting against, van Tol commented: ‘to avoid 
future discussion, I prefer to have a ruling for the type species of Bolboceras Kirby 
(as in (3) of the alternative proposal)’. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists by the ruling 
given in the present Opinion: 
Bolboceras Kirby, 1819, Transactions of the Linnean Society of London, 12(2): 459. 
Odonteus Samouelle, 1819, The entomologist’s useful compendium; or an introduction to the 
knowledge of British insects .. ., p. 189. 
quadridens, Scarabaeus, Fabricius, 1781, Systema -entomologiae, sistens insectorum classes, 
ordines, genera, species, adiectis synonymis, locis, descriptionibus, observationibus, p. 11. 


The following is the reference for the designation of the lectotype of Scarabaeus quadridens 
Fabricius, 1781: 


Krell, F-T., Ziani, S. & Ballerio; A. 2003. Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature, 60: 306. 
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OPINION 2139 (Case 3264) 


STAPHYLINIDAE Latreille, 1804 (Insecta, Coleoptera): ten specific names 
conserved 


Abstract. 


The Commission has ruled that ten specific names threatened by six senior 


primary homonyms, three senior secondary homonyms, and one senior synonym are 
conserved for rove beetles (family STAPHYLINIDAE). 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; STAPHYLINIDAE; rove beetles. 


Ruling 


(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that: 


(a) 


(b) 


the following names are not invalid by reason of being junior homonyms: 
(i) badium Cameron, 1924, as published in the binomen Lathrobium 


badium; 

(ii) bicolor Erichson, 1840, as published in the binomen Lathrobium 
bicolor; 

(iii) dimidiatus Wollaston, 1864, as published in the binomen Swunius 
dimidiatus; 


(iv) filum Aubé, 1850, as published in the binomen Sunius filum; 
(v)  fulvipes Adachi, 1955, as published in the binomen Lathrobium 


fulvipes; 

(vi) pallipes Sharp, 1889, as published in the binomen Lathrobium 
pallipes; 

(vil) rutilipennis Reitter, 1909, as published in the binomen Astenus 
rutilipennis; 

(vill) tenuis Fagel, 1963, as published in the binomen Pinophilus tenuis; 


(ix) unicolor Mulsant & Rey, 1878, as published in the binomen Sunius 
unicolor; 
the name /imnophilus Erichson, 1840, as published in the binomen 
Paederus limnophilus, is given precedence over the specific name of 
Paederus limophilus Heer, 1839, whenever the two are considered to be 
synonyms. 


(2) The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 


in Zoology: 

(a) badium Cameron, 1924, as published in the binomen Lobrathium badium; 

(b) badium Gravenhorst, 1802, as published in the binomen Lathrobium 
badium; 

(c) bicolor Erichson, 1840, as published in the binomen Lathrobium bicolor; 

(d) bicolor Gravenhorst, 1802, as published in the binomen Lathrobium 
bicolor; 

(e) dimidiatus Stephens, 1833, as published in the binomen Sunius dimidiatus; 

(f) dimidiatus Wollaston, 1864, as published in the binomen Sunius dimidia- 


tus; 
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(g) filum Aubé, 1850, as published in the binomen Sunius filum; 

(h) filum Waltl, 1838, as published in the binomen Paederus filum; 

(i) fulvipes Adachi, 1955, as published in the binomen Lathrobium fulvipes; 

GQ) fulvipes Blanchard, 1842, as published in the binomen Lathrobium 
fulvipes; 

(k) limnophilus Erichson, 1840 as published in the binomen Paederus lim- 
nophilus, with the endorsement that it is to be given precedence over 
limophilus Heer, 1839, as published in the binomen Paederus limophilus, 
whenever the two are considered to be synonyms, as ruled in (1)(b) above; 

(1) limophilus Heer, 1839, as published in the binomen Paederus limophilus 
with the endorsement that it is not to be given priority over limnophilus 
Erichson, 1840 as published in the binomen Paederus limnophilus, when- 
ever the two are considered to be synonyms, as ruled in (1)(b) above; 

(m) pallipes Gravenhorst, 1802, as published in the binomen Lathrobium 
pallipes; 

(n) pallipes Sharp, 1889, as published in the binomen Lathrobium pallipes; 

(0) rutilipennis Chevrolat, 1860, as published in the binomen Astenus rutili- 
pennis; 

(p) rutilipennis Reitter, 1909, as published in the binomen Astenus rutilipennis; 

(q) tenuis Fagel, 1963, as published in the binomen Pinophilus tenuis; 

(rt) tenuis Sharp, 1876, as published in the binomen Pinophilus tenuis; 

(s) unicolor Mulsant & Rey, 1878, as published in the binomen Sunius 
unicolor (nomen protectum under Article 23.9.2). 


History of Case 3264 

An application to conserve ten specific names of rove beetles in the family 
STAPHYLINIDAE Latreille, 1804 (Insecta, Coleoptera) was received from Lee H. 
Herman (American Museum of Natural History, New York, NY, U.S.A.) on 14 
January 2003. 

After correspondence the case was published in BZN 61: 83-89 (June 2004). The 
title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. 
No comments on this case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | September 2005 the members-of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 84. At the close of the voting period on 1 December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 17: Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, Halliday, Lamas, 
Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Mineili, Nielsen, Papp, Rosenberg, Song, Stys and 
van Tol. 

Kerzhner voted for (2)(a), Table 1 names 4-9. 

Negative vote — 1: Alonso-Zarazaga. 

Kerzhner voted against (1)(a) Table 1 names 1—3 and (1)(b), (2)(b)-(d). 

Patterson abstained. 

No vote was received from Ng. 

Voting against, Alonso-Zarazaga commented that each problem should be con- 
sidered separately. In voting against some of the proposals, Kerzhner commented 
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that for the name Paederus limnophilus Erichson he was voting against conservation 
not of the name, but of the authorship and date. He further suggested that a balance 
should be fouind between use of the Code provisions and of the plenary power; the 
latter should be used only in the most important cases. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List by the ruling 
given in the present Opinion: 


(a) badium, Lathrobium, Cameron, 1924, Transactions of the Entomological Society of London, 
1924: 193. 

(b) badium, Lathrobium, Gravenhorst, 1802, Coleoptera Microptera Brunsvicensia, p. 53. 

(c) bicolor, Lathrobium, Erichson, 1840, Genera et species Staphylinorum insectorum coleop- 
terorum familiae, pt. 2, p. 593. 

(d) bicolor, Lathrobium, Gravenhorst, 1802, Coleoptera Microptera Brunsvicensia, p. 179. 

(e) dimidiatus, Sunius, Stephens, 1833, I/lustrations of British entomology ... Mandibulata, vol. 
3) 1s 2H 

(f) dimidiatus, Sunius, Wollaston, 1864. Catalogue of the coleopterous insects of the Canaries in 
the collection of the British Museum, p. 591. 

(g) filum, Sunius, Aubé, 1850. Annales de la Société Entomologique de France, (2)8: 317. 

(h) filum, Paederus, Waltl, 1838, Isis, encyclopddische Zeitschrift, vorztiglich fiir Naturges- 
chichte, vergleichende Anatomie und Physiologie, column 267. 

(1) fulvipes, Lathrobium, Adachi, 1955. Journal of the Tokyo University, 7: 30. 

Q) fulvipes, Lathrobium, Blanchard, 1842. Voyage dans I Amérique méridionale . . . par Alcide 
d’ Orbigny . . . Insectes Coléoptéres, vol. 6, pt. 2, p. 85. 

(k) limnophilus, Paederus, Erichson, 1840, Genera et species Staphylinorum insectorum coleop- 
terorum familiae, pt. 2, p. 653. 

(1) limophilus, Paederus, Heer, 1839, Fauna Coleopterorum Helvetica, vol. 1, pt. 2, p. 235. 

(m) pallipes, Lathrobium, Gravenhorst, 1802, Coleoptera Microptera Brunsvicensia, p. 179. 

(n) pallipes, Lathrobium, Sharp, 1889, Annals and Magazine of Natural History, (6)3: 257. 

(0) rutilipennis, Astenus, Chevrolat, 1860, Revue et Magazin de Zoologie, (2)12: 410. 

(p) rutilipennis, Astenus, Reitter, 1909, Fauna Germanica. Die Kafer des Deutschen Reiches. 
Nach der analytischen Methode bearbeitet, vol. 2, p.151. 

(q) tenuis, Pinophilus, Fagel, 1963, Exploration du Parc National de la Garamba. Mission H. de 
Saeger, 37: 216. 

(r) tenuis, Pinophilus, Sharp, 1876, Transactions of the Entomological Society of London, 1876: 
323. 

(s) unicolor, Sunius, Mulsant & Rey, 1878, Annales de la Société Linnéenne de Lyon, (n. 
ser.)24(1877): 276. 


The following names are listed with reference to their status: 


unicolor Curtis, 1840, Annals of Natural History, 5: 277, as published in the binomen Sunius 
unicolor (nomen oblitum under Article 23.9.2). 

unicolor Stephens, 1839, A manual of British Coleoptera, or beetles, p. 407, as published in the 
binomen Sunius unicolor (nomen oblitum under Article 23.9.2). 
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OPINION 2140 (Case 3275) 


Metromenus Sharp, 1884 (Insecta, Coleoptera): usage conserved by 
designation of Dyscolus palmae Blackburn, 1877 as the type species 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the usage of the name Metromenus Sharp, 
1884 is conserved for a group of ground beetles (CARABIDAE) by validating Lorenz’s 
(1998) designation of Dyscolus palmae Blackburn, 1877 (currently Blackburnia 
palmae) as the type species. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; CARABIDAE; Blackburnia; 
Metromenus; Anchomenus mysticus; Metromenus palmae; Hawaii; ground beetles. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that all previous fixations of type 
species for the nominal genus Metromenus Sharp, 1884 before the designation 
of Dyscolus palmae Blackburn, 1877 by Lorenz (1998) are hereby set aside. 

(2) The name Metromenus Sharp, 1884 (gender: masculine), type species by 
subsequent designation by Lorenz (1998) Dyscolus palmae Blackburn, 1877, as 
ruled in (1) above, is hereby placed on the Official List of Generic Names in 
Zoology. 

(3) The name palmae Blackburn, 1877, as published in the binomen Dyscolus 
palmae (specific name of the type species of Metromenus Sharp, 1884), is 
hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology. 


History of Case 3275 

An application to conserve the usage of the name Metromenus Sharp, 1884 for a 
group of ground beetles (CARABIDAE) by validating Lorenz’s (1998) designation of 
Dyscolus palmae Blackburn, 1877 (currently Blackburnia palmae) as the type species 
was received from James K. Liebherr (Department of Entomology, Cornell University, 
Ithaca, NY, U.S.A.), Gordon M. Nishida (Hawaii Biological Survey, B.P. Bishop 
Museum, Honolulu, HI, U.S.A.), Elwood C. Zimmerman (Tura Beach, N.S.W., 
Australia) and Yves Bousquet (Eastern Cereal and Oilseed Research Centre, Ottawa, 
Ontario, Canada) on 10 March 2003. After correspondence the case was published in 
BZN 61: 90-91 (June 2004). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were 
published on the Commission’s website. No comments on this case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On 1| September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 91. At the close of the voting period on 1 December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 17: Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, Halliday, 
Kerzhner, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, 
Rosenberg, Song and van Tol. 

Negative votes — 3: Alonso-Zarazaga, Lamas and Stys. 
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No vote was received from Ng. 

Voting against, Alonso-Zarazaga commented that ‘this application fails to propose 
what to do with Anchomenus mysticus Blackburn, 1877 and Mysticomenus Sharp, 
1903, two names involved in the resolution of this case, which should have been 
requested to be placed on the Lists’. Also voting against, Stys commented that ‘the 
pertinent facts provided by the authors of the application call for employment of the 
Principle of Priority. The authors do not provide any evidence that the names 
involved are of general importance and are widely used’. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists by the ruling 
given in the present Opinion: 
Metromenus Sharp, 1884, Entomologist’s Monthly Magazine, 20: 217. 
palmae, Dyscolus, Blackburn, 1877, Entomologist’s Monthly Magazine, 14: 147. 


The following is the reference for the designation of Dyscolus palmae Blackburn, 1877 as the 
type species of the nominal genus Metromenus Sharp, 1884: 


Lorenz, W. 1998. Nomina Carabidarum, a directory of the scientific names of ground beetles, 
p. 116. 
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OPINION 2141 (Case 3293) 


Nicrophorus olidus Matthews, 1888 (Insecta, Coleoptera): given 
precedence over Nicrophorus quadricollis Gistel, 1848 


Abstract. The Commission has given precedence to the widely used name Nicrophorus 
olidus Matthews, 1888 for a species of burying beetle (family stLPHIDAE) over the little 
used name Nicrophorus quadricollis Gistel, 1848 whenever the two names are 
considered to be synonyms. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; SILPHIDAE; NICROPHORINAE; 
Nicrophorus olidus; Nicrophorus quadricollis; burying beetles; Nearctic. 


Ruling 
(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that the name olidus Matthews, 

1888, as published in the binomen Nicrophorus olidus, is given precedence over 

the name. quadricollis Gistel, 1848, as published in the binomen Nicrophorus 

quadricollis, whenever the two are considered to be synonyms. 
(2) The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 
in Zoology: 

(a) olidus Matthews, 1888, as published in the binomen Nicrophorus olidus, 
with the endorsement that it is to be given precedence over the name 
quadricollis Gistel, 1848, as published in the binomen WNicrophorus 
quadricollis, whenever the two are considered to be synonyms; 

(b) quadricollis Gistel, 1848, as published in the binomen WNicrophorus 
quadricollis, with the endorsement that it is not to be given priority over the 
name olidus Matthews, 1888, as published in the binomen Nicrophorus 
olidus, whenever the two are considered to be synonyms. 


History of Case 3293 

An application to give precedence to the widely used name Nicrophorus olidus 
Matthews, 1888 for a species of burying beetle (family sILPHIDAE) over the little used 
name Nicrophorus quadricollis Gistel, 1848 was received from D.S. Sikes (Department 
of Biological Sciences, University of Calgary, Calgary, Alberta, Canada) and S.T. 
Trumbo (Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, University of Connecticut, 
Storrs, Connecticut, U.S.A.) on 20 May 2003. After correspondence the case was 
published in BZN 61: 95-97 (June 2004). The title, abstract and keywords of the case 
were published on the Commission’s website. No comments on this case were 
received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 96. At the close of the voting period on 1 December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 
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Affirmative votes — 19: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, 
Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Nielsen, 
Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Song, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative vote — 1: Bouchet. 

No vote was received from Neg. 

Voting for, Stys commented that ‘the generally low quality of Gistel’s work is not 
an argument for rejection of his nominal taxa summarily. The authors (para. 3) 
clearly state that the description of Nicrophorus quadricollis Gistel, 1848 “‘matches the 
diagnostic characteristics of .. . Nicrophorus olidus Matthews ...”. Why not establish 
a neotype for N. quadricollis and follow priority? I fail to see any “destabilization” of 
nomenclature’. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List by the ruling 
given in the present Opinion: 
quadricollis, Nicrophorus, Gistel, 1848, Naturgeschichte des Thierreichs ftir héhere Schulen, 
p. 190. 
olidus, Nicrophorus, Matthews, 1888, Biologia Centrali-Americana. Insecta. Coleoptera, vol. 2, 
pt. 1. Fam. Silphidae, p. 92. 
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OPINION 2142 (Case 3251) 


Thereva Latreille, 1797 and Phasia Latreille, 1804 (Insecta, Diptera): 
usage conserved by the designation of Musca plebeja Linnaeus, 1758 
as the type species of Thereva 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that usage of the names Thereva Latreille, 1797 
for a cosmopolitan genus of stiletto flies (family THEREVIDAE) and Phasia Latreille, 
1804 (PHASIINAE) for a group of tachinid flies (family TACHINIDAE), some of which are 
economically important as parasites of plant bugs (Heteroptera), are conserved by 
the designation of Musca plebeja Linnaeus, 1758 as the type species of the genus 
Thereva. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Diptera; THEREVIDAE; TACHINIDAE; Thereva; 
Phasia; Thereva plebeja; stiletto flies; tachinids. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that all previous fixations of type 
species for the nominal genus Thereva Latreille, 1797 are set aside and Musca 
plebeja Linnaeus, 1758 is designated as the type species. 

(2) The name Thereva Latreille, 1797 (gender: feminine), type species by designa- 
tion in (1) above Musca plebeja Linnaeus, 1758, is hereby placed on the Official 
List of Generic Names in Zoology. 

(3) The name plebeja Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Musca plebeja 
(specific name of the type species of Thereva Latreille, 1797), is hereby placed 
on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology. 

(4) The name Thereva Fabricius, 1798 (a junior homonym of Thereva Latreille, 
1797) is hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic 
Names in Zoology. 


History of Case 3251 : 

An application to conserve the usage of the names Thereva Latreille, 1797 for a 
cosmopolitan genus of stiletto flies (family THEREVIDAE) and Phasia Latreille, 1804 
(PHASIINAE) for a group of tachinid flies (family TACHINIDAE) by the designation of 
Musca plebeja Linnaeus, 1758 as the type species of the genus Thereva was received 
from Kevin C. Holston (Department of Entomology, University of Illinois, Urbana, IL, 
U.S.A.), Michael E. Irwin (Department of Natural Resources and Environmental 
Sciences, University of Illinois, Urbana, IL, U.S.A.) and F. Christian Thompson 
(Systematic Entomology Laboratory, PSI, BARC, ARS, USDA, clo Smithsonian 
Institution, Washington, D.C., U.S.A.) on 23 July 2002. After correspondence the case 
was published in BZN 60: 198-202 (September 2003). The title, abstract and 
keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. A comment 
opposing the application was published in BZN 61: 254255. 
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Decision of the Commission 

On 1 September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 60: 201. At the close of the voting period on 1 December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 18: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Minelli, Ng, Papp, 
Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes — 3: Mawatari, Nielsen and Song. 

Voting for, Alonso-Zarazaga commented: ‘I consider that there is no need for the 
Commission to use its plenary power for the designation of a type species for Thereva 
Latreille, 1797, since there is already a subsequent designation of Musca plebeja 
Linnaeus, 1758 by Latreille (1810, p. 421) as stated in para. 5 of the original 
application. The plenary power should be used only when there is a real need of it, 
otherwise we impair its significance. On the other hand, I consider that the problem 
of Fabrician altered usages of generic names proposed by other authors under the 
principle of his authority (the ‘Prince of Entomology’) should be addressed by the 
Commission once and for all. Considering them available junior homonyms could be 
the best procedure, in my opinion’. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists and an Official 
Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 


plebeja, Musca, Linnaeus, 1758, Systema Naturae, Ed. 10, vol. 1, p. 589. 

Thereva Latreille, 1797, Précis des caractéres génériques des insectes, deposés dans un ordre 
naturel par le Citoyen Latreille, p. 168. 

Thereva Fabricius, 1798, Supplementum entomologiae systematicae, p. 549. 
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OPINION 2143 (Case 3306) 


Drosophila elegans Bock & Wheeler, 1972 (Insecta, Diptera): specific 
name conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the specific name Drosophila elegans Bock 
& Wheeler, 1972 is conserved for a species of fruit fly by suppression of its unused 
senior homonym Drosophila elegans Statz, 1940. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Diptera; Drosophila; Drosophila elegans; 
Drosophila statzi; fruit flies; phylogenetic studies. 


Ruling 
(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that the specific name e/egans Statz, 
1940, as published in the binomen Drosophila elegans, is suppressed for the 
purposes of both the Principle of Priority and the Principle of Homonymy. 
The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 
in Zoology: 
(a) elegans Bock & Wheeler, 1972, as published in the binomen Drosophila 
elegans; 
(b) statzi Ashburner & Bachli, 2004, as published in the binomen Drosophila 
statzi (replacement name for Drosophila elegans Statz, 1940). 
(3) The name e/egans Statz, 1940, as published in the binomen Drosophila elegans 
and suppressed in (1) above, is hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected 
and Invalid Specific Names in Zoology. 


(2 


— 


History of Case 3306 

An application to conserve the specific name Drosophila elegans Bock & Wheeler, 
1972, for a species of fruit fly important in phylogenetic studies, by suppression of an 
unused senior homonym Drosophila elegans Statz, 1940 and establishment of the 
substitute name Drosophila statzi, was received from Michael Ashburner (Genetics 
Department, University of Cambridge, Cambridge, U.K.) and Gerhard Bachli (Zoolo- 
gisches Museum, Universitat Ziirich-Izchel, Ziirich, Switzerland) on 29 October 2003. 
After correspondence the case was published in BZN 61: 165-166 (September 2004). 
The title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s 
website. No comments on this case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 166. At the close of the voting period on 1 December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 18: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, Nielsen, 
Papp, Rosenberg, Song and Stys. 

Negative votes — 3: Lamas, Patterson and van Tol. 
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Voting against, Lamas commented: ‘I believe that stability of nomenclature would 
be better served by partially suppressing the name Drosophila elegans Statz, 1940 for 
the purposes of the Principle of Homonymy, but not for those of the Principle of 
Priority, and thus conserving the name Drosophila elegans Bock & Wheeler, 1972. In 
other words, by stating that Drosophila elegans Statz, 1940 and Drosophila elegans 
Bock & Wheeler, 1972 are not to be regarded as primary homonyms, there is no need 
to propose a replacement name either for D. elegans Statz, 1940 or D. elegans Bock 
& Wheeler, 1972. Furthermore, I find it disturbing that the replacement name 
Drosophila statzi, proposed by Ashburner & Bachli in their application, was allowed 
to appear in print before the Commission voted in this case’. Also voting against, van 
Tol commented: “A new name for the recently described D. elegans Bock & Wheeler 
will not cause confusion’. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List and an 
Official Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
elegans, Drosophila, Bock & Wheeler, 1972, The Drosophila melanogaster species group, p. 28. 
elegans, Drosophila, Statz, 1940, Palaeontographica, 91A: 152. 
statzi, Drosophila, Ashburner & Bachli, 2004, Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature, 61: 166. 
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OPINION 2144 (Case 3282) 


Thecla azia Hewitson, 1873 (Insecta, Lepidoptera): specific name 
conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the specific name Thecla azia Hewitson, 
1873 (currently Ministrymon azia) 1s conserved for a common and widespread New 
World species of lycaenid butterfly by suppression of the senior synonym Thecla 
guacanagari Wallengren, 1860. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Lepidoptera; LYCAENIDAE; THECLINAE; Minis- 
trymon azia; legume feeder; hairstreak butterfly. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is ruled that the name guacanagari Wallengren, 
1860, as published in the binomen Thecla guacanagari, is hereby suppressed for 
the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of 
Homonymy. 

(2) The name azia Hewitson, 1873, as published in the binomen Thecla azia, is 
hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology. 

(3) The name guacanagari Wallengren, 1860, as published in the binomen Thecla 
guacanagari and as suppressed in (1) above, is hereby placed on the Official 
Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in Zoology. 


History of Case 3282 

An application to conserve the specific name Thecla azia Hewitson, 1873 (currently 
Ministrymon azia) for a common and widespread New World species of lycaenid 
butterfly was received from Robert K. Robbins (Smithsonian Institution, National 
Museum of Natural History, Washington, DC, U.S.A.) and Gerardo Lamas (Museo 
de Historia Natural, Universidad Nacional Mayor de San Marcos, Lima, Peru) on 22 
April 2003. After correspondence the case was published in BZN 61: 98-99 (June 
2004). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commis- 
sion’s website. No comments on this Case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 98-99. At the close of the voting period on 1 
December 2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 18: Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, Halliday, 
Kerzhner, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, 
Rosenberg, Song, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative vote — 1: Alonso-Zarazaga. 

Lamas abstained. 

No vote was received from Ng. 
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Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List and an 
Official Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
azia, Thecla, Hewitson, 1873, Illustrations of diurnal Lepidoptera. Part I. Lycaenidae, vol. 5, 


p. 144. 
guacanagari, Thecla, Wallengren, 1860, Wiener Entomologische Monatschrift, 4(2): 37. 
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OPINION 2145 (Case 3255) 


Macropodus spechti Schreitmiller, 1936 (Osteichthyes, Perciformes): 
priority maintained 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that priority is maintained for Macropodus 
spechti Schreitmiller, 1936, the specific name of the Black Paradise Fish (family 
OSPHRONEMIDAE). A proposal to conserve the specific name of its junior objective 
synonym Macropodus concolor Ahl, 1937 was not approved. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; OSPHRONEMIDAE; Macropodus concolor; 
Macropodus spechti; Black Paradise Fish; Southeast Asia. 


Ruling 
(1) It is hereby ruled that priority is maintained for Macropodus spechti 
Schreitmiiller, 1936. 
(2) The name spechti Schreitmiiller, 1936, as published in the binomen Macro- 
podus spechti, is hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names in 
Zoology. 


History of Case 3255 

An application to conserve the specific name of Macropodus concolor Ahl, 1937, 
for the Black Paradise Fish (family OSPHRONEMIDAE), by suppression of the senior 
objective synonym Macropodus spechti Schreitmiller, 1936, was received from Ingo 
Schindler (Warthestr. 53a, Berlin, Germany) and Wolfgang Staeck (Auf dem Grat 41a, 
Berlin, Germany) on 26 September 2002. After correspondence the case was published 
in BZN 60: 206-207 (September 2003). The title, abstract and keywords of the case 
were published on the Commission’s website. Comments in support of the applica- 
tion were published in BZN 60: 220-221 and BZN 61: 173. Comments opposing the 
application were published in BZN 61: 114-116, to which the authors reply was 
published in BZN 61: 256-257. Additional comments opposing the application were 
published in BZN 61: 173-174 and BZN 62: 87-89. 

Decision of the Commission 

On 1 September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 60: 207. At the close of the voting period on | December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 6: Bock, Bouchet, Fortey, Mahnert, Nielsen and Papp. 

Negative votes — 15: Alonso-Zarazaga, Brothers, Calder, Halliday, Kerzhner, 
Lamas, Macpherson, Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, Patterson, Rosenberg, Song, Stys and 
van Tol. 

Voting against, Ng commented: ‘J must argue that while the proponents have a 
sort of case, the fact is that the older name, spechti, is now being used by a fair 
number of practising ichthyologists and even aquarists after the fact that it was a 
senior synonym was published. As such, to reverse now and support its suppression 
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makes very little sense, especially considering how unstable the taxonomy of this 
genus and its allies are. I know this fish, and as far as I am concerned, the need to 
change its name is not a problem. That is what the Code was designed to do. The fact 
that the fish has minimal if no economic, medical or otherwise major scientific 
significance also makes me vote against keeping a Junior name like concolor’. 


Original references 


The following is the original reference to the name placed on an Official List by the ruling 
given in the present Opinion: 


spechti, Macropodus, Schreitmuller, 1936, Das Aquarium, 10: 181. 
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OPINION 2146 (Case 3266) 


Palaeortyx phasianoides Milne-Edwards, 1869 (Aves, Galliformes): 
usage of the specific name conserved by the designation of a neotype 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the current usage of the name Palaeortyx 
phasianoides Milne-Edwards, 1869 is conserved for a species of fossil quail from the 
Miocene (family PHASIANIDAE) by the designation of a neotype. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Aves; Galliformes; PHASIANIDAE; Palaeortyx 
phasianoides; quails; Miocene; Europe. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is ruled that all previous type fixations for the 
nominal species Palaeortyx phasianoides Milne-Edwards, 1869 are hereby set 
aside and the scapula from Saint-Gérand-le-Puy, France (specimen no. 
MNHN Av 2895 in the Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle, Paris) is 
designated as the neotype. 
The name phasianoides Milne-Edwards, 1869, as published in the binomen 
Palaeortyx phasianoides and as defined by the neotype designated in (1) above, 
is hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology. 


—~ 
N 
ay 


History of Case 3266 

An application to conserve the current usage of the name Palaeortyx phasianoides 
Milne-Edwards, 1869 for a species of fossil quail from the Miocene (family 
PHASIANIDAE) by the designation of a neotype was received from U.B. Gohlich 
(Department fiir Umwelt- und Geowissenschaften, Sektion Paldontologie, Munich, 
Germany) and C. Mourer-Chauviré (Université Claude Bernard Lyon 1, Centre des 
Sciences de la Terre, Villeurbanne Cedex, France) on 1 February 2003. After 
correspondence the case was published in BZN 60: 211—214 (September 2003). The 
title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. 
Comments in support of the application were published in BZN 61: 117, 176. One 
comment opposing the application was published in BZN 61: 117-119, to which the 
authors’ reply was published in BZN 61: 174-176. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 60: 213. At the close of the voting period on 1 December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 15: Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, 
Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Nielsen, Papp, Rosenberg and 
Song. 

Negative votes — 4: Alonso-Zarazaga, Patterson, Stys and van Tol. 

Calder abstained. 

No vote was received from Ng. 
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Voting against, Alonso-Zarazaga commented: ‘if the authors of the application are 
so sure of their identification of the problematic lectotype, why do they not apply 
priority and ask instead for a neotype designation whose only visible result is the 
conservation of the very recent name Ameripodius alexis Mourer-Chauviré, 2000? I 
therefore consider that the lectotype designation must stand, with all its conse- 
quences. The zoological group is important only for a few palaeontologists who can 
assume easily the nomenclatural changes’. 


Original references 
The following is the original reference to the name placed on an Official List by the ruling 
given in the present Opinion: 


phasianoides, Palaeortyx, Milne-Edwards, 1869, Recherches anatomiques et paléontologiques 
pour servir a histoire des oiseaux fossiles de la France, vol. 2, p. 237. 
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Proposed conservation of usage of Dactylozodes Chevrolat, 1838 and D. (Parazodes) 
Cobos, 1959 (Insecta, Coleoptera) by designation of Stigmoderma conjuncta 
Chevrolat, 1838 as the type species of Dactylozodes: case closed 

(Case 3308; see BZN 61: 2) 


C.L. Bellamy (Plant Pest Diagnostics Branch, California Department of Food & 
Agriculture, Sacramento, CA 95832, U.S.A.) and T. Moore Rodriguez (E/ Vergel 
2245, Depto. 28-D, Santiago, Chile) submitted a proposal to conserve usage of the 
names Dactylozodes Chevrolat, 1838 and D. (Parazodes) Cobos, 1959 for two groups 
of jewel beetles (BUPRESTIDAE) by designation of Stigmoderma conjuncta Chevrolat, 
1838 as the type species of Dactylozodes. Issues presented in the case are under 
revision and the authors have withdrawn the application. The case is now closed. 
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Proposed conservation of the specific name by retention of the neotype of 
Glossophaga morenoi Martinez & Villa, 1938 (Mammalia, Chiroptera): case closed 
(Case 3318; sée BZN 61: 134) 


Sergio Ticul Alvarez-Castafieda and Alejandro M. Maeda-Martinez (Centro de 
Investigaciones Biologicas del Noroeste, La Paz, Baja California Sur 23090, México) 
submitted a proposal to conserve the specific name of Glossophaga morenoi Martinez 
& Villa, 1938 for the murciélago siricotero (Moreno’s Nectar Bat) (family 
PHYLLOSTOMIDAE) by retention of the neotype. The neotype retains its status in the 
absence of original type material under Article 75.8 of the Code. The case is now 
closed. 


84 Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 63(1) March 2006 


INFORMATION AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR AUTHORS 


The following notes are primarily for those preparing applications to the Com- 
mission; other authors should comply with the relevant sections. Applications should 
be prepared in the format of recent parts of the Bulletin; manuscripts not prepared 
in accordance with these guidelines may be returned. 


General. Applications are requests to the Commission to set aside or modify the 
Code’s provisions as they relate to a particular name or group of names when this 
appears to be in the interest of stability of nomenclature. Authors submitting cases 
should regard themselves as acting on behalf of the zoological community and the 
Commission will treat all applications on this basis. Applicants should discuss their 
cases with other workers in the same field before submitting applications, so that they 
are aware of any wider implications and the likely reactions of other zoologists. 


Text. Typed in double spacing, this should consist of numbered paragraphs setting 
out the details of the case and leading to a final paragraph of formal proposals to the 
Commission. Text references should give dates and pages in parentheses, e.g. ‘Daudin 
(1800, p. 49) described ...’. The Abstract will be prepared by the Commission’s 
Secretariat. 


References. These should be given for all authors cited. Where possible, ten or more 
reasonably recent references should be given illustrating the usage of names which are 
to be conserved or given precedence over older names. The title of periodicals should 
be in full and in italics; numbers of volumes, parts, etc. should be in arabic figures, 
separated by a colon from page numbers. Book titles should be in italics and followed 
by the number of pages and plates, the publisher and place of publication. More 
detailed instructions on the preparation of references are given in BZN 59: 159-160. 


Submission of Application. One copy should be sent to: Executive Secretary, the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, c/o The Natural History 
Museum, Cromwell Road, London SW7 S5BD, U.K. It would help to reduce the time 
it takes to process the large number of applications received if the typescript could be 
accompanied by a disk with copy in IBM PC compatible format, or the script sent via 
e-mail to ‘iczn@nhm.ac.uk’ within the message or as an attachment (disks and 
attachments to be in Word, rtf or ASCII text). It would also be helpful if applications 
were accompanied by photocopies of relevant pages of the main references where this 
is possible. 


The Commission’s Secretariat is very willing to advise on all aspects of the 
formulation of an application. 


Contents — continued 


On the proposed conservation of usage of the name Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856 
(Mollusca, Gastropoda, Prosobranchia, RISSOOIDEA) by designation of Bulimus 
viridis Poiret, 1801 as the type species. E. Gittenberger ete tras eek fies 

On the proposed precedence of TUBIFICIDAE Vejdovsky, 1876 over NAIDIDAE 
Ehrenberg, 1828 (Annelida, Clitellata). T. Timm . : 

On the proposed reinstatement of the specific name of Satan aena acus Lacs, 
1803 (currently Tylosurus acus; Teleostei, BELONIDAE). J.S. Nelson, H. Espinosa- 
Perez, L.T. Findley, C.R. Gilbert, R.N. Lea, N.E. Mandrak & J.D. Williams. 

On the proposed conservation of Palamopus E. Hitchcock, 1845 (Ichnotaxa, 
Reptilia?). S.G. Lucas . 


Rulings of the Commission 

OPINION 2133 (Case 3211). CLIONIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851 (Porifera, Hadromerida): 
emended to CLIONAIDAE to remove homonymy with CLIONIDAE Rafinesque, 1815 
(Mollusca, Pteropoda) . ; Tyas phate 

OPINION 2134 (Case 3316). istiatia Dee 1879 (Ronee ieonsenved ; 

OPINION 2135 (Case 3261). THEBINI Wenz, 1923, MONACHAINAE / MONACHAINI 
Wenz, 1930 (1904), and SPHINCTEROCHILIDAE Zilch, 1960 (1910) gee 
Gastropoda): conserved 

OPINION 2136 (Case 3311). arhycoren eleeans Werlsin, 1938 (Gusenen, Nine 
phipoda): specific name conserved : 

OPINION 2137 (Case 3285). Pemphigus elects, 1839 ((asesin, Heminroran APHIDI- 
DAE): conserved. 
OPINION 2138 (Case 3097). Rolboceras Kirby, 1819 (Iuly) (ase, Coleoptera not 
conserved; priority maintained for Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 (June) . aay, 
OPINION 2139 (Case 3264). STAPHYLINIDAE Latreille, 1804 (Insecta, Sere ten 
specific names conserved . : 

OPINION 2140 (Case 3275). Metromenus ; Sham, 1884 Ginesaiex, @aleapters): usage 
conserved by designation of Dyscolus palmae Blackburn, 1877 as the type species. 

OPINION 2141 (Case 3293). Nicrophorus olidus Matthews, 1888 (Insecta, Coleop- 
tera): given precedence over Nicrophorus quadricollis Gistel, 1848 

OPINION 2142 (Case 3251). Thereva Latreille, 1797 and Phasia Latreille, 1804 
(Insecta, Diptera): usage conserved by the designation of Musca plebeja Linnaeus, 
1758 as the type species of Thereva . 

OPINION 2143 (Case 3306). Drosophila elrons Bock & Wheeler, 1972 (Insecta, 
Diptera): specific name conserved. 

OPINION 2144 (Case 3282). Thecla azia ETewitsont 1873 ued, Denidomtery 
specific name conserved 

OPINION 2145 (Case 3255). Maer anodes: gradi Genreieoullen 1936 (Osteichthyes, 
Perciformes): priority maintained . 

OPINION 2146 (Case 3266). Palaeortyx salhewarpatils Mines Eevaedes 1869 (ess 
Galliformes): usage of the specific name conserved by the designation of a neotype. 


Closed Cases 

Proposed conservation of usage of Dactylozodes Chevrolat, 1838 and D. (Parazodes) 
Cobos, 1959 (Insecta, Coleoptera) by designation of Stigmoderma conjuncta 
Chevrolat, 1838 as the type species of Dactylozodes: case closed . see 

Proposed conservation of the specific name by retention of the neotype of Glos- 
sophaga morenoi Martinez & Villa, 1938 (Mammalia, Chiroptera): case closed 
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Notices 


(1) Applications and correspondence relating to applications to the Commission 
should be sent to the Executive Secretary at the address given on the inside of the 
front cover and on the Commission website. English is the official language of the 
Bulletin. Please take careful note of instructions to authors (present in a one or two 
page form in each volume) as incorrectly formatted applications will be returned to 
authors for revision. The Commission’s Secretariat will answer general nomencla- 
tural (as opposed to purely taxonomic) enquiries and assist with the formulation of 
applications. As far as it can, the Secretariat will check the main nomenclatural 
references in applications. Correspondence should be by e-mail to ‘iczn@nhm.ac.uk’ 
where possible. 

(2) The Commission votes on applications eight months after they have been 
published, although this period is normally extended to enable comments to be 
submitted. Comments for publication relating to applications (either in support or 
against, or offering alternative solutions) should be submitted as soon as possible. 
Comments may be edited. 

(3) Requests for help and advice on the Code can be made direct to the 
Commission and other interested parties via the Internet. Membership of the 
Commission’s Discussion List is free of charge. You can subscribe and find out more 
about the list at http://list.afriherp.org/mailman/listinfo/iczn-list. 

(4) The Commission also welcomes the submission of general-interest articles on 
nomenclatural themes or nomenclatural notes on particular issues. These may deal 
with taxonomy, but should be mainly nomenclatural in content. Articles and notes 
should be sent to the Executive Secretary. 


New applications to the Commission 


The following new applications have been received since the last issue of the 
Bulletin (volume 63, part 1, 31 March 2006) went to press. Under Article 82 of 
the Code, existing usage of names in the applications is to be maintained until the 
Commission’s rulings on the applications (the Opinions) have been published. 

CASE 3374: Onthophagus sycophanta Fairmaire, 1887 (Insecta, Coleoptera): 
proposed conservation of the specific name. F.-T. Krell. 

CASE 3375: Fidia Baly, 1863 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed conservation of 
usage. S.M. Strother, V.M. Bayless & C.L. Staines. 

CASE 3376: Lithocolletis oxyacanthae Frey, 1856 (currently Phyllonorycter oxy- 
acanthae; Insecta, Lepidoptera): proposed precedence over Lithocolletis pomonella 
Zeller, 1846. P. Triberti. 

CASE 3377: Ataenius Harold, 1867 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed precedence 
over Aphodinus Motschulsky, 1862. H.F. Howden & A. Smetana. 
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CASE 3378: Phyllomorpha Laporte, 1833 (Insecta, Heteroptera): proposed 
conservation of spelling and existing usage. I.M. Kerzhner. 

CASE 3379: TUBULANIDAE Burger, 1905 (1874) (Nemertea, Anopla): proposed 
correction of the original publication date from 1905 to 1904. H. Kajihara. 

CASE 3380: Streptopelia roseogrisea Sundevall, 1857 (Aves, COLUMBIDAE): 
proposed conservation of usage of the specific name. T.M. Donegan. 

CASE 3381: Neobrachiella Kabata, 1979 (Copepoda, Siphonostomatoida): 
proposed conservation. Z. Kabata. 
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The Code, Copyright and ZooBank — briefing the Science Press: 
an informal workshop hosted by the Zoological Society of London, 
Regent’s Park, London, Ist March 2006 


Andrew Polaszek, Executive Secretary, ICZN 


A workshop to discuss the definition of publication under the present Code, and 
how it might be amended to accommodate publication that is solely web-based, was 
held at the Zoological Society of London. The workshop also included presentations 
and discussions of copyright issues for taxonomic descriptions, particularly with 
reference to the ZooBank initiative. 

The agenda for the meeting was as follows: 

10.00 Welcome: Georgina Mace, Zoological Society of London 

10.05 Introduction: Earl of Cranbrook, Chairman, International Trust for 
Zoological Nomenclature 

10.10 The Code, Copyright and ZooBank: Andrew Polaszek, Executive Secretary, 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature 

10.30 ZooBank and the Taxonomic Renaissance: Quentin D. Wheeler, Keeper, 
Department of Entomology, Natural History Museum, London 

10.40 Taxonomy and the Web — integrating the pieces: Chris Lyal, Natural 
History Museum, London & Anna Weitzman, Smithsonian Institution, Washington 
D.C. 

10.50 ZooBank and Zoological Record — a partnership for success: Nigel J. 
Robinson, Thomson Zoological Ltd, York, U.K. 

11.00 ZooBank and EDIT: Yde de Jong, University of Amsterdam, The 
Netherlands & Dave Roberts, Department of Zoology, Natural History Museum, 
London 

11.10 Web publication: a publisher’s perspective: Richard Steele, Taylor & Francis 
Journals Informa Academic Division, U.K. 

11.20 Open-access publishing and copyright: Catriona MacCallum, Public 
Library of Science, Cambridge, U.K. 

11.30 ZooTaxa — the first five years: Jeyaraney Kathirithamby, Department of 
Zoology, Oxford University, U.K. 

11.40 Copyright, Biopiracy and the Taxonomic Impediment: Donat Agosti, 
American Museum of Natural History, New York 

11.50 Lunch discussion 

We thank all those who attended, especially the invited speakers, and we are most 
grateful to Georgina Mace and Linda DaVolls for hosting the meeting and 
organising the venue. 
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Summary presentations from the ZooBank Symposium: ESA Annual 
Meeting, Fort Lauderdale, Florida, 18 December 2005 


Andrew Polaszek, Executive Secretary, ICZN 


As announced in BZN 63(1): 6-7, a meeting to present and discuss the ZooBank 
registry and other aspects of animal nomenclature and taxonomy was held as a 
late-breaking symposium during the 2005 Annual Meeting of the Entomological 
Society of America. The meeting was arranged as a series of six presentations, 
preceded by an introduction from Frank Krell, organiser of the symposium, and 
followed by a panel discussion. 

PowerPoint presentations are available on the ICZN website at: www.iczn.org/ 
Fort_Lauderdale_ZB_Symposium and summaries of the presentations are given 
below. 


ZooBank: ICZN’s open-access web-based register of all new animal 
names and original descriptions 


Andrew Polaszek (Executive Secretary, ICZN, London, U.K.) 


Why do we need ZooBank? 

Descriptions of new animal species and associated nomenclatural acts are currently 
‘hidden’ in thousands of specialised journals and other publications such as 
monographs and CDs. This process greatly reduces the ‘visibility’ of animal names 
and nomenclatural acts. Establishing ZooBank as a mandatory register of these 
names will largely alleviate this problem. Not only will animal taxonomic data be 
freely available, but also an alerting-service targeting taxa of interest to particular 
user groups will be provided. Completeness of the animal species register will be 
achieved by having registration of new names as an ICZN requirement for 
availability, along with retrospective registration of existing names. 

With Code-compliance built into the registration process, an opportunity to 
introduce unprecedented stability into zoological nomenclature is being provided. 
The ZooBank interface will provide automatic checking for Code-compliance, and 
thus prevent new homonymy, stabilise spellings, fix genders and stems, and provide 
stability in gender agreement. As well as increased stability, the ZooBank register will 
provide an opportunity for increased quality control in animal nomenclature. 
Current issues such as the presence or absence of type specimens, accepted categories 
of type depositories, the use of offensive names, auctioning of names and other 
ethical issues, can be dealt with by amendments to the present Code. ZooBank will 
enable the tracking of names and hence facilitate the correction of many problems 
prior to publication and name availability. 

As animal taxonomy moves away from its traditional journal or monograph base 
towards the internet, the role of a mandatory register increases in importance. 
Without such a register, web taxonomy would rapidly become unmanageable, and 
thus ZooBank will facilitate ‘true’ web taxonomy — i.e. taxonomy that exists only on 
the internet. If web taxonomy is to become a reality, however, an effective and fair 
peer-review system still needs to be developed. 
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A possible additional benefit of ZooBank would be universal availability of 
descriptions. Making the inclusion of original descriptions mandatory would be very 
difficult to achieve, partly for reasons of current copyright laws. However, ZooBank 
will provide a voluntary field for original descriptions (e.g. in pdf format), with no 
limit on numbers of illustrations. The advantages to both authors and publishers of 
having these descriptions freely available, with links to the original papers, will 
rapidly become apparent. Several prominent life sciences publishers have already 
agreed to make such information available to ZooBank. The nature of ZooBank as 
an (eventually) mandatory name register clearly separates it from other databasing 
initiatives such as Species 2000, ITIS, uBIO, Zoological Record / ION and ECAT. 


How will ZooBank work? 

Authors or third parties will be provided with the ZooBank online registration 
form for the submission of registration information. The usual taxonomic fields will 
be included, with additional fields for Code-compliance, type depositories, gender, 
stem, type locality details (optional) and, as discussed above, the description 
and figures (optional). Registration can be both pre- and post-publication, and 
either primary (by the author(s)) or third-party. Registration will be based on 
the GUID/DOI (Globally Unique Identifier/Digital Object Identifier) system. 
Development of GUIDs for ZooBank will be undertaken in close cooperation with 
GBIF (the Global Biodiversity Information Facility) and TDWG (the Taxonomic 
Databases Working Group). Assigning GUIDs to animal names and taxonomic acts 
will have several parallels with the assignment of accession numbers to gene 
sequences in GenBank. Also, as with GenBank, journal editors and publishers will 
require authors to register new taxa and nomenclatural acts with ZooBank. As 
discussed above, publishers will be encouraged to allow the inclusion in ZooBank of 
descriptive/nomenclatural sections of published work. 

During the pre-publication phase there will be a holding period during which as yet 
unavailable names are not openly accessible. Code-compliance checks are built into 
the registration process, and registration will remain free to all users. ZooBank will 
be kick-started by making Zoological Records Index of Organism Names data 
available via a ZooBank portal in mid-2006. Following this, an initial prototype/ 
proof of concept will be made available as a voluntary system for a period of nine 
months to monitor its uptake. 


Will ZooBank be accepted? 

A registration system for plants was introduced into the Botanical Code at the time 
of the Tokyo Botanical Congress (1993) but was not ratified at the following St Louis 
Congress (1999), although a voluntary registration system ran for several years. 
Several reasons have been put forward to explain why plant and fungal taxonomists 
failed to adopt mandatory registration. Firstly, botanists have far fewer names to 
deal with, about one tenth, compared with zoologists. Secondly, there is already a 
very effective universal checklist of plant names in the form of the International Plant 
Name Index (IPNI). Finally, a section of the botanical community was unhappy 
about the way in which the registration clause had been introduced into the Tokyo 
Code. For bacteria, a mandatory registration system has been in place since 1980. 
Bacterial names are considered to be validly published only if published in the 
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International Journal of Systematic and Evolutionary Microbiology (formerly Inter- 
national Journal of Systematic Bacteriology). Mycologists have recently introduced 
MycoBank, a voluntary registration system. 

In order to gauge acceptance by the zoological community, a dedicated discussion 
list for ZooBank has been established at http://list.afriherp.org/mailman/listinfo/ 
zoobank-list. It has been suggested that mandatory registration of organismal names 
is authoritarian, and/or imperialistic, as well as requiring extra work for taxonomists. 
For this reason, the development and implementation of ZooBank need to be done 
in as user-friendly a manner as possible, and registration needs to be made 
straightforward. We need to be able to demonstrate that the benefits of ZooBank far 
outweigh any additional effort and resources required to create it. With the 
cooperation of Zoological Record staff, at least in the initial stages of development, 
and provision for third party registration, much of the burden is potentially lifted 
from authors. However, extra resources for the development of ZooBank are clearly 
necessary, and a business plan is therefore being developed which will be available in 
mid-2006. Funding will be sought from a variety of sources, including charitable 
trusts, foundations, and national and international donors. 

To a certain extent, the establishment and acceptance of ZooBank will depend upon 
the adherence of zoologists to the ICZN Code rather than adoption of any other 
proposed nomenclatural systems such as the Phylocode or Biocode. The experience 
of the last few years suggests such adoption of alternative codes extremely unlikely. 

The advent of web-based taxonomy seems inevitable, and thus many of the aspects 
of ZooBank and the ICZN Code that are affected by traditional journal or 
monograph-based publication will cease to be relevant. A scenario whereby the act of 
registration would effectively constitute publication is clearly a strong possibility in 
the near future. Before that can happen, a rigorous and democratic peer-review 
system needs to be in place to enable solely web-based taxonomy. 

Finally, the year 2008 represents 250 years — a quarter of a millennium — of 
Linnaean zoological nomenclature. It would be extremely timely if the ZooBank 
register were to be complete for retrospective registration, and up to date for new 
animal names, by that date. 


ZooBank and Zoological Record: a partnership for success 


Nigel J. Robinson (Director, Operations & Development, Thomson 
Zoological Ltd, York, U.K.) 


Having served the zoological research community for almost 150 years, Zoological 
Record (ZR) is now the oldest continuing index to the life science literature and 
contains the most complete and up to date record of animal taxonomy in the World. 
Initiated by a group of scientists associated with the British Museum in 1864, ZR was 
supported by the Zoological Society of London until 1980 when BIOSIS undertook 
production operations as joint publisher. In 2004, BIOSIS was acquired by the 
Thomson Corporation. Now backed by a global organization, and despite the many 
changes, highs and lows, over the years, ZR still continues where many others have 
failed, and still has its original mission to provide a service to the scientific 
community, with particular reference to biodiversity and taxonomy. 
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Today, ZR is produced by a team of 32 staff based in York, U.K. Taxonomic 
indexing is carried out by graduate zoologists using highly sophisticated systems and 
data capture procedures developed in-house specifically for ZR. These systems 
produce accurate output quickly, with articles generally being processed within 2-11 
days of receipt; they use form-based validation and data entry with over 100 
integrated checks to ensure data quality, and have allowed ZR to build publisher 
relations so that comprehensive coverage can be obtained in a timely fashion. ZR has 
never been more accurate, complete or up to date. 

While ZooBank should clearly be driven and organised by ICZN, as a partner ZR 
can help by contributing data and back-end processing to enable the project to 
become reality much earlier, with greater ongoing efficiency, and with more complete 
data than would otherwise be possible. Many of the requirements of ZooBank 
are already in place in ZR data capture and processing, or are contained within 
the newly enhanced and freely accessible Index to Organism Names service 
(www.organismnames.com). These features include alerts to new names, ability for 
authors to submit names and publications for inclusion, original description refer- 
ences, links to recent articles containing the name, links to ZR and on to full text 
publications, links to web resources for the name, etc. So, ZR is in an ideal position 
to support the ZooBank names registry project. 

Given the existing coverage of ZR, and the processing already in place, it is 
proposed that new names published in the scientific literature are captured and 
indexed by ZR, validated for Code-compliance, and registered in ZooBank as part of 
the routine ZR processing. Working with ICZN, it would be relatively easy to check 
Code-compliance based on ZR data capture. Much of the information required to 
perform these checks is already gathered as part of normal indexing operations. Any 
published articles submitted by authors and publishers could be routed the same way 
ensuring registration and inclusion of associated biology and nomenclatural acts in 
ZR with minimal costs and overheads for authors, publishers and ICZN. In addition, 
as all years of ZR will be made available electronically during 2006, the ZR data can 
be used to assist in retrospective registration of existing names linking to the most 
comprehensive set of animal names data in the world. 

As a sign of commitment to the project, Thomson plans to continue working with 
such organizations as the Global Biodiversity Information Facility (GBIF) and 
Species 2000 (the Species 2000 webservers are hosted and maintained by Thomson), 
and will provide support to ICZN, assisting in the development of a prototype 
ZooBank over the coming months. The involvement of a commercial company as a 
partner brings the advantage of advanced, ready built technology, and stability/ 
longevity going forward. With links to the published literature, much as full text 
articles, ZR is an ideal partner to accelerate, assist and participate in the ZooBank 
project and we look forward to a fruitful partnership. 


ZooBank and GBIF 
Per de Place Bjorn (GBIF, Copenhagen, Denmark) 


The Global Biodiversity Information Facility is a megascience facility aimed at 
making the world’s biodiversity data freely and universally available via the internet, 
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and sharing primary scientific biodiversity data to benefit society, science and a 
sustainable future. GBIF participants currently comprise 47 country members and 31 
international organisations (including ICZN). There are currently 149 GBIF data 
providers, serving data from 517 collections. To date, these have contributed more 
than 73 million specimen and observation records, and more than 500,000 species 
records (more than a million names), most of these from the Species 2000/ITIS 
Catalogue of Life project. The data include, however, a large number of unregulated 
names from labels and field observations, and GBIF plans to develop tools to directly 
serve taxonomic data to GBIF from providers. 

How can GBIF collaborate with ZooBank and thereby enhance taxonomy? GBIF 
and TDWG are setting out to form a community around GUIDs for biodiversity 
data. A workshop 1s scheduled for early February 2006 to explore infrastructure, with 
the possible adoption of Life Science IDentifiers (LSIDs) or Digital Object Identifiers 
(DOIs). LSID’s take the following format: urn:lsid:<domainName>:<namespace>: 
<objectId>[:<revisionId>]; so an LSID referring to a specimen record in the GBIF 
network (with identifiers assigned centrally) could take the form: urn:Isid:gbif-net: 
Specimen:2706712 while a record from IPNI might be in the form: urn:lsid:ipni.org: 
TaxonName:82090-3:1.1. Clearly the ZooBank project needs will be incorpor- 
ated in this process. A GBIF-hosted discussion list on GUIDs 1s available at: 
http://wiki.gbif.org/guidwiki/. 

Other multi-disciplinary fields where GBIF is planning to have a role — and where 
ZooBank data will be pivotal — are the development of standards for web-wide 
integration of taxonomical working methods (Web-enabled taxonomy) as well as 
standards for web-representation of broad biological information — Species Pages. 

The availability of ZooBank data will also be heightened by dissemination through 
the GBIF portal as GBIF will form a link between taxonomically related databases 
and databases about animal distribution and ecology, including data related to 
conservation and genomics. Naturally, new entries can be immediately available 
through the GBIF portal and network. 

For instance, the linkage between specimens and observations and the unique 
ZooBank entries will largely reduce ambiguity in biodiversity science. 

The integration of existing, well-curated and reviewed Global Species Databases as 
available through the Catalogue of Life Partnership may form a future structure to 
enable retrospective capture and registration of animal names. 

Implementing the digital taxonomic revolution: alternative strategies for a web-based 
registry of taxonomic names 


Richard Pyle (Bishop Museum, Honolulu, Hawaii, U.S.A.) 


Registration, publication, and availability can be defined for our present purposes 
as follows: Registration is the process of entering a complete record in the ZooBank 
registry. Publication refers to Code-compliant published works, as defined in Chapter 
3 (Articles 7-9) of the 4th Edition of the ICZN Code. An available name is a scientific 
name applied to an animal taxon that conforms to the provisions of the Code. Below 
I will present the following three scenarios relating to registration and publication, 
and how they affect, and are affected by, the current Code: 1. (Publication + 
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(Publication + Registration) = Availability 


Procedure (Pre-Publication) 


Journal/Book | Taxon author(s) l ICZN/ZooBank | 


Submits online / hard copy ) 
form to ICZN with details of 7 
nomenclatural act 


Assigns LSID & returns form & 
LSID to Author(s) with statement 
of Code compliance 


Submits | gine ne for 
| gine ne with LSID and 
copy of ICZN returned form 


Publishes name/act with 
LSID in full accordance with 
ICZN Chapter 3 (Arts. 7-9) 
t Sends copy of (relevant 


portion of) published name/act 
[ & reference to ICZN, with 


Verifies sacs makes LSID 
public with registration details 


original form and LSID 


Name is available, using date of |_- 


publication for priority purposes 


Figure 1 


Registration) = Availability (Polaszek et al., 2005; ZooBank Technical Article, pp. 
3-5); 2. Registration = Availability (Polaszek et al., 2005; Zoo Bank Technical Article, 
pp. 5-9); 3. Registration = Publication = Availability (Doug Yanega post to Zoo Bank 
List, 22 Sep 2005). 

1. Publication + Registration = Availability. To be available, names and acts must 
be published in accordance with existing Code rules, and be registered. Registration 
can take place either before publication, or after publication. If before or within two 
years after publication, the date of availability is the publication date (figs. 1 & 2). If 
more than two years after publication, the date of availability is the registration date 
(fig. 3). The advantages of this scenario include relatively small changes to existing 
taxonomic practice, rapid implementation via an amendment to the 4th edition of the 
Code, the maintenance of implicit quality control via traditional publication venues, 
and consequently, perhaps, broader acceptance by the taxonomic community. 
Possible disadvantages include a somewhat complex procedure involving asynchro- 
nous publication and registration events, arbitrary time periods affecting dates of 
availability, and petitions to the Commission in certain special circumstances. 
However, given the existing complexities of the ICZN Code these procedures can 
hardly be considered as particularly complex. Another possible perceived disadvan- 
tage would be an ambiguous ‘grey zone’ between publication and registration when 
names and acts are ‘assumed’ to be available, even though technically not available 
until registered. Again, the probability is that most authors will register new names 
prior to publication, eliminating this problem entirely. While this scenario still suffers 
from all the complexities and ambiguities associated with traditional paper- 
publication entangled with nomenclatural availability, it would hardly differ from 
current practice, so would not really add up to an increase in complexity. Finally, 
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(Publication + Registration) = Availability 


Procedure (Post-Publication, within 2 years) 


Journal/Book i Party | ICZN/ZooBank | 


Submits manuscript 
containing name/act for 
publication 
(as normal current practice) 


Publishes name/act in full 
accordance with ICZN 
Chapter 3 (Arts. 7-9) 


Submits online / hard copy 
form to ICZN with copy of 
(relevant portion of) published 
name/act & reference within 2 
years of publication date 


Verifies publication and form for 
Code compliance, assigns LSID 
& makes LSID public with 

registration details 


Name is available, using date of 
ublication for priority purposes 


Figure 2 


(Publication + Registration) = Availability 


Procedure (More than 2 years Post-Publication) 


Journal/Book i Party |, _ICZN/ZooBank | 


Submits manuscript 
containing name/act for 
publication 
(as normal current practice) 


Publishes name/act in full 
accordance with ICZN 
Chapter 3 (Arts. 7-9) 


( 


—S, 


Submits online / hard copy 
form to ICZN with copy of 
(relevant portion of) published 
name/act & reference within 2 
years of publication date 


) 
¢ 


Verifies publication and form for 
Code compliance, assigns LSID 
& makes LSID public with 


registration details 
Name is available, using date of 
registration for priority purposes 


Figure 3 


scenario 1 would require a (possibly extensive) increase in the active role of ICZN 
Secretariat staff (and associated costs) to process registration requests and verify 
Code-compliance before issuing GUIDs and exposing registration details to the 
public. 
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Registration = Availability 


Procedure (Pre-Publication) 


Journal/Book | Taxon author(s) | | ICZN/ZooBank | 


Registers name/act with ) 
ZooBank registry service, or 7 
submits hard-copy form with 
relevant minimum details to Once Registration entry is 
ICZN for registration complete, assigns LSID 
automatically 


Submits manuscript for 
publication, with scientific 
rationale and full-blown 
description/details 


Publishes manuscript if 
passes peer-review process 
(or not), with no implications 


for nomenclatural availability = 
Optionally sends 


copy/facsimile of publication 
[ & reference to ICZN, linked to 


relevant Registration entry 


Name is available, using date of 


istration for priority purposes 


Figure 4 


2. Registration = Availability. With this procedure, the process of registration itself 
is all that is required for availability of new names and acts. Prior or subsequent 
publication through traditional venues is encouraged, but is not integral to nomen- 
clatural availability (fig. 4). Some advantages of this system would be that the 
legalities of nomenclatural availability and the science of taxonomy are disentangled 
from each other; there would be no ambiguity about dates of availability; existing 
complexities of nomenclatural availability of published works are moot, and only 
minor increases to the active role of ICZN staff (and associated costs) are envisaged. 
Possible disadvantages include a fundamental change to the way taxonomic names 
and acts are established (eliminating the publication process from the act of 
nomenclatural availability). However, this would not necessarily be a problem from 
the perspective of the taxonomists (i.e. virtually the same as scenario 1), and in fact 
would only require a change to the technical legality of nomenclatural availability, 
not necessarily any change to taxonomic practice. To implement this system, more 
extensive changes are also needed in the Code, such that these could probably only 
be implemented in a Sth Edition of the Code (perhaps 5-10 years away). However, 
it will probably anyway take several years to work out the details and demonstrate 
the feasibility via a working voluntary registration system. Another possible objec- 
tion is that taxonomists would lose their primary benchmark for establishing 
professional status, i.e. their CVs would have fewer publications listed. Taxonomists’ 
professional status is established by publishing articles on scientific taxonomy and 
classification, which would continue exactly as before; only the legalities of nomen- 
clature would be dissociated from publications — not the science of taxonomy. While 
it is possible that some journals might not want to publish taxonomic descriptions if 
articles no longer carry the ‘prestige’ of establishing new names and acts in 
accordance with ICZN rules, it is also true that prestige in scientific publications 
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Registration = Publication = Availability 


Procedure (Pre-Publication) 


Taxon author(s) | | ICZN/ZooBank/Publication | 


Submits manuscript for publication, with 


scientific rationale and full-blown ) 

description/details, to single online A 
journal administered by ZooBank Manuscript is posted publicly, and open to non- 
anonymous review by any interested taxonomist 


(automated alert system notifies community of new 
names/acts within their taxonomic groups of interest) 


Revises manuscript, in accordance with 
comments & criticisms received from 
online reviewers 


If eee rr | accepted via the review process, 


( 
"1 = names/acts are deemed to be formally Po ere 


Name is available, using date of date of 


acceptance for priority purposes 


Figure 5 


comes from the quality of the science content of the published articles, and not from 
fulfilling a legalistic technicality for nomenclatural availability. Elimination of quality 
control/peer review from the process of establishing new names and nomenclatural 
acts could also be perceived as a disadvantage, but since the Code requires neither 
peer review nor quality control, the scenario would be no different from the current 
situation. It could also be argued that the ICZN requirement for publication de-facto 
forces most names and acts through peer review anyway. The possibility that bad 
taxonomists (and non-taxonomists) might abuse the system by registering hundreds 
of bogus and unneeded names, perhaps for unscrupulous reasons (e.g. selling names 
for money) is also unaffected by the choice of possible scenarios — 1.e. it always 
remains possible. The same goes for those taxonomists who might never get around 
to publishing the full description after the name is registered, potentially creating 
many names without robust taxonomic definitions. 

3. Registration = Publication = Availability. Under scenario 3, the registration 
website, ZooBank, would host a comprehensive, edited and peer-reviewed online 
journal (such as Zootaxa) in which a// names and acts must be published. The science 
of taxonomy becomes part of the nomenclatural process (by changes to the Code), 
and submitted manuscripts are open to non-anonymous review by any interested or 
concerned taxonomist (fig. 5). Major advantages of this procedure include zootaxo- 
nomic publications appearing in a single venue (as is now done for Bacteria), instead 
of scattered across thousands of journals, and the prevention of unscrupulous 
authors ‘stealing’ by trying to submit plagiarised work to a journal that has a faster 
turnaround time. All manuscripts would be examined by a large contingent of 
reviewers, instead of just a handful, greatly improving the reviews as well as 
democratizing the process. The reviews are also public, instead of anonymous, so 
personal grudges or biases of the reviewers are exposed to scrutiny by the whole 
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community. Furthermore, a dedicated nomenclatural journal would mean that the 
review criteria will explicitly address all necessary aspects of Code-compliance and 
proper nomenclature. Other advantages of an online review process include speed 
and openness to feedback. Above all, copyright issues would cease to be a problem. 
This scenario would, of course, represent a major and fundamental change to the way 
taxonomy is done, both in terms of legalities of nomenclature as well as for the 
science of taxonomy. With such major changes come particular difficulties, but the 
trade-off may well be worthwhile. With respect to online peer-review, it must be 
borne in mind that many taxonomic groups do not have many (or even any) experts 
who might serve as reviewers, and thus submitted manuscripts may never receive 
peer-review. This problem is equally true for traditional publication venues as well, 
but with only one ‘official’ taxonomic journal with potentially thousands of regular 
contributors and readers, there is a much better chance of finding someone who is 
qualified to review the manuscript. As with scenario 2, above, more extensive changes 
to the Code would be required, such that it could probably only be implemented in 
the Sth edition, perhaps 5-10 years in the future. In any case, it will probably take 
several years to work out the details and demonstrate the feasibility via a working 
voluntary registration system. It could be argued that such a system would impose a 
huge burden on the taxonomic community to provide peer reviews to 20,000+ new 
names each year, but in fact the burden would be no more than already exists. For 
every manuscript submitted and reviewed through the official ZooBank online 
journal, one fewer manuscript would be submitted to a traditional journal, so there 
would be no net increase in the total number of manuscripts to review. A common 
argument against such a scenario is that existing journals that depend on taxonomic 
descriptions and nomenclatural acts to fill their pages and maintain a subscriber base 
may be driven out of business. Since when is it the job of scientists to keep journal 
publishers in business? Journals exist to serve scientists, not the other way around. 
Criteria for determining when a submitted manuscript should be deemed ‘accepted’, 
and when (and by whom) will always be a subjective and contentious issue. This 
problem could be largely solved by having each manuscript assigned to an impartial 
‘referee’ whose speciality is outside the particular taxon involved, and who is fully 
familiar with the code — serving the same role as a journal editor. Finally, the 
legalities of nomenclatural availability, and the subjective science of taxonomy, 
would, for the first time, be formally coupled under Code rules. Controversial as this 
sounds, it may be that a significant proportion of zoologists feel that quality control 
and peer review should be part of the Code’s requirements for nomenclatural 
availability. 


Copyright: the new taxonomic impediment 


Donat Agosti* & Norman F. Johnson** (*American Museum of Natural 
History, New York, U.S.A. and Naturmuseum der Burgergemeinde, Bern, 
Switzerland; **Ohio State University, U.S.A.) 


Copyright is a set of exclusive rights granted by government for a limited time to 
regulate the use of a particular form, way or manner in which an idea or information 
is expressed. In law, an exclusive right is the power or right to perform an action in 
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relation to an object or other thing which others cannot perform. The law may 
require that a person seeks such rights through application, or it may automatically 
grant such rights. Exclusive rights may be granted in intellectual property law. Most 
governments recognize a bundle of exclusive rights in relation to creative and 
scientific works and property under the umbrella term ‘intellectual property’. An 
example is copyright (Source: Wikipedia). 

An example of copyright law impeding progress in taxonomy is revealed if we 
examine the number of publications dealing with ant species in 2003, when fewer than 
5% were open-access and the remainder copyrighted. 

In 2001 UNESCO produced the Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity 
which reads: ‘While ensuring the free flow of ideas by word and mage, care should 
be exercised that all cultures can express themselves and make themselves known. 
Freedom of expression, media pluralism, multilingualism, equal access to art and to 
scientific and technological knowledge, including in digital form, and the possibility 
for all cultures to have access to the means of expression and dissemination are the 
guarantees of cultural diversity’. 

Recent years have seen an unprecedented rise in the number of scientific and other 
documents being scanned, and in many cases made freely available via the internet. 
However, we feel that the copyright issue is still far from being addressed. In our 
opinion, taxonomic publications are ‘legal documents’, they must conform to the 
Codes to make the nomenclatural decisions presented valid. Thus everybody should 
have access to these legally binding documents. Taxonomic descriptions are also 
factual knowledge, that is knowledge based on direct observations. Thus, taxonomic 
publications, at least their descriptive parts, cannot be copyrighted, and should be 
open access. Species (or taxa in case of higher level revisions) descriptions can be 
considered the building blocks or basic data elements of taxonomic publications. 
They are very rich in detail. All the other elements of a publications are inferred from 
the analysis and synthesis of taxon descriptions. The descriptions are also the ‘legal’ 
element of the publication in compliance with the ICZN Code. Species descriptions 
can be further resolved into the basic units, characters in the description sensu stricto, 
and the specimen records, which are a species at a given time at a given locality, 1.e. 
a collecting event. They could be enhanced by shared ontologies and gazetteers. 

The deconstruction of text documents to, for example, XML format would be a 
means of placing descriptions in the public domain while circumnavigating copyright 
issues. Several initiatives for data domains and standards are currently being devel- 
oped, including the Taxonomic Concept Schema, ABCD, DarwinCore, TaxonX and 
TaXMLit. Such document deconstruction projects could finally put species descrip- 
tions where they belong: firmly in the public domain, and allow third parties to build 
applications to mine, extract and integrate the very data-rich content of most 
descriptions. 


Name Registration: One fewer impediment to taxonomy 
James B. Woolley (Texas A&M University, U.S.A.) 


We are currently witnessing a renaissance in systematics. Traditional approaches 
to collecting, specimen preparation and study, and the production of, and access to, 
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published work, have been revolutionized through new technologies available to 
taxonomists. Digital technologies have changed all the rules; and taxonomic 
collections, literature, expertise, digital libraries and virtual monographs need to 
become distributed, virtual research tools and education resources. The new tax- 
onomy needs to be web-based, providing a single, global point of access; 
distributed—for example, there are currently more than 350 web sites just for 
Lepidoptera; authoritative—we need an electronic catalogue of life; accessible to 
multiple audiences and relevant to societal concerns such as natural resource 
management, invasive species, agriculture and medicine. Taxonomic publications 
should not be end points, but ‘version control’ devices. 

However, there are currently several impediments to the implementation of this 
new taxonomy, including lack of funding (most funding for systematics is devoted to 
constructing molecular phylogenies, not taxonomy), a dearth of taxonomists, 
difficulties inherent in the science itself, and scattered resources in terms of both 
specimens and literature. Funding issues have been recognized by the USA’s 
National Science Foundation, with their implementation of Planetary Biodiversity 
Inventories, revisionary syntheses in systematics and the PEET (Partnerships for 
Enhanced Expertise in Taxonomy) programme. The establishment of ZooBank will 
go a long way towards providing centralized sources of zoological taxonomic 
information. 

The overarching finding of the recently published ‘Atkins Report’ (Atkins et al., 
2003), by authors from both academia and industry, is that a new age has dawned 
in scientific and engineering research, pushed by continuing progress in com- 
puting, information, and communication technology, and pulled by the expanding 
complexity, scope and scale of today’s challenges. The capacity of this technology has 
crossed thresholds that now make possible a comprehensive ‘cyberinfrastructure’ on 
which to build new types of scientific and engineering knowledge environments and 
organizations, and to pursue research in new ways and with increased efficiency. 
This cyberinfrastructure will be used to build more ubiquitous, comprehensive 
digital environments that are interactive and functionally complete for research 
communities in terms of people, data, information, tools, and instruments. Such a 
cyberinfrastructure will include grids of computational centres, some with computing 
power second to none; comprehensive libraries of digital objects including pro- 
grammes and literature; multidisciplinary, well-curated, federated collections of 
scientific data; thousands of on-line instruments and sensor arrays; convenient 
software toolkits for resource, discovery, modelling and interactive visualization and 
the ability to collaborate with physically distributed teams of people using all of these 
capabilities. Again, according to the Atkins Report, many contemporary projects 
require effective federations, distributed resources (data and facilities) and distrib- 
uted, multidisciplinary expertise. Examples of ‘Virtual Science Communities’ include: 
National Ecological Observatory Network (NEON), National Virtual Observatory 
(NVO), Space Physics and Aeronomy Research Collaboratory (SPARC), Grid 
Physics Network (GriPhyN), Biomedical Informatics Research Network (BIRN) and 
National Science Digital Library (NSDL). During the last three years NSF has 
sponsored workshops on taxonomy, systematics, imaging and databasing. These 
workshops have called for a national framework for taxonomic research and natural 
history collections. One vision of this framework is the LINNE project (Legacy 
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Infrastructure Network for Natural Environments). LINNE would be a distributed, 
virtual taxonomic cyberlaboratory, of which each collection or taxonomic research 
facility is potentially a node. 

Implementation of LINNE will modernize the national infrastructure for taxo- 
nomic research with high resolution two- and three-dimensional surface and internal 
scanning using computer tomography, remote-controlled digital microscopy, com- 
prehensive digital libraries, modern collection facilities, the provision of comprehen- 
sive access to taxonomic and collections information worldwide, and new tools for 
education and outreach. This ‘virtual research platform’ will address the so-called 
‘big questions’: What are earth’s species, and how do they vary? How are species 
distributed in geographical and ecological space? What is the history of life on Earth, 
and how are species interrelated? How has biological diversity changed through space 
and time? What is the history of character transformations? What factors lead to 
speciation, dispersal and extinction? 

Virtually all of the necessary technology is already in place or will be in the next 
few years in order to implement this vision. Many national and international 
activities are already underway, and initiatives such as the National Biological 
Information Infrastructure (NBII) are linking databases, informatics products and 
analytical tools for data sharing among governmental agencies, NGOs, academic 
institutions and industry. Similarly, GBIF, operating at the intersection of science, 
policy and applications, currently comprises 47 member countries, and is especially 
concerned with access, diversity of data, setting taxonomic standards (including the 
development of ECAT, the Electronic Catalogue of Life), data quality, data cleaning 
tools, interoperability (including GUIDs — global identifiers for specimens and 
collections) and collaboration. GBIF can provide critical components of cyber- 
framework for LINNE, and in exchange, LINNE will provide data to GBIF. The 
SYNTHESYS initiative includes 20 European natural history museums and botanic 
gardens and is funded through the FPVI Integrated Infrastructure Initiative Grant. 
Starting in 2004, the objective of this 5-year project is to create an integrated 
European infrastructure for researchers in the natural sciences. 20 institutions and 11 
national taxonomic facilities are involved in a two part plan comprising access 
and networking activities. Other initiatives include the European Network for 
Biodiversity Information (ENBI), the European contribution to GBIF, the 
CHRONOS project for the earth sciences community, the National Ecological 
Observatory Network (NEON) and the Natural Sciences Collections Alliance. Thus 
the foundations are already demonstrably in place, and the challenge is not to invent 
all of the necessary components de novo, but rather to identify what is already there, 
to implement the new cyberinfrastructure and integrate these components into an 
operational system. To do this will require that we establish a common vision and 
research agenda, and that we work as a community, worldwide to achieve it. This will 
require a change in our scientific culture necessitating an integrated, “big-science’ 
approach, and we need to identify common goals and work together. Other 
communities have done this, but there were some tough transitions: For example, 
particle physicists had terrible problems with career recognition and rewards with the 
switch to a big science paradigm. Other challenges include the fact that it will cost 
billions of dollars; will require Congressional and State action; it will require a unified 
user community, will take many years and will not be easy. However, if successfully 
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achieved, LINNE will preserve our heritage, revitalize taxonomy, and will be the 
most important new tool available to biologists in the 21st century. 
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Case 3346 


Misumena nepenthicola (currently Henriksenia nepenthicola; 
Arachnida, Araneae, THOMISIDAE): proposed attribution of authorship 
to Pocock (1898) 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Articles 12 and 50.1 of the Code, is 
to validate the commonly used, but incorrect, attribution of the synonym Misumena 
nepenthicola (currently Henriksenia nepenthicola) to Pocock (1898). This name of a 
nepenthicolous thomisid spider from Borneo was unavailable from the original paper 
by Pocock (1898). It is threatened by the available but not widely used name 
Misumenops nepenthicola Bristowe, 1930 and by its primary homonym Misumenops 
nepenthicola Fage, 1928, used for a different spider species from Singapore. It is 
proposed that the attribution of the name to Pocock (1898) is validated. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Arachnida; Araneae; MISUMENINI; Misumena; 
Misumenops; Henriksenia; Henriksenia nepenthicola; Borneo; Singapore; crab spiders; 
Nepenthes pitchers. 


1. Pocock (1898, p. 274) introduced the name Misumena nepenthicola for a 
thomisid spider living in pitchers of some Nepenthes species from Borneo (currently 
Sabah, Malaysia). He indicated its locality (Labuan Island off the northwest coast of 
Borneo) and microhabitat (pitchers of some species of Nepenthes), but did not 
provide any description, rendering this name unavailable (Article 12). 

2. Fage (1928, p. 13) ‘described’ a nepenthicolous spider from Singapore and 
identified it as Misumenops nepenthicola in the belief that it was conspecific with 
Misumena nepenthicola Pocock, 1898. I have studied the syntypes of Misumenops 
nepenthicola Fage (1928) at the Muséunt National d’Histoire Naturelle, Paris, along 
with recently collected material of the nepenthicolous MISUMENINI species from 
Singapore and compared those with the syntypes of Miswmena nepenthicola Pocock, 
1898 from Borneo (Labuan). This comparison revealed that these are two different 
species. Besides, the comparison of nepenthicolous species of the tribe MISUMENINI 
from various areas has shown that there are at least five species commonly identified 
as “Misumenops nepenthicola (Lehtinen, in preparation). 

3. Bristowe (1930, pp. 345-346) described Misumenops nepenthicola based on 
material from Borneo, at least partly based on the syntypes of Misumena nepenthicola 
Pocock, 1898 from Labuan attributing the species to Pocock. He noted that Pocock 
(1898) did not provide any description for Misumena nepenthicola and published a 
description and drawings of the female habitus and sketches of the female and male 
copulatory organs of this species. 
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4. One male, one female and a badly broken subadult female of a nepenthicolous 
thomisid spider from Labuan collected by A.H. Everett are housed in the Natural 
History Museum, London, and are preserved in a vial labelled “TY PE’ and numbered 
BM 1894.6.27.2.5. These three syntypes of Misumena nepenthicola Pocock, 1898 are 
also syntypes of Misumenops nepenthicola Bristowe, 1930, as they agree with 
Bristowe’s (1930) drawings. The locality Labuan was not mentioned in the descrip- 
tion by Bristowe (1930), but the island of Labuan was administratively part of 
Borneo in Bristowe’s time and now of the Malaysian state Sabah. The only male in 
this vial is herein designated as the lectotype of Miswmena nepenthicola Pocock, 1898 
and Bristowe, 1930. 

5. Misumenops nepenthicola Fage, 1928 (p. 13) is a valid name for a nepenthicolous 
spider from Singapore currently assigned to the genus Henriksenia Lehtinen, 2004, 
while the name Misumenops nepenthicola Bristowe, 1930 is its junior homonym. The 
nomenclatural problems of this species remained unnoticed by most taxonomists who 
persistently used the name Misumenops nepenthicola Pocock, 1898 for several species 
of MISUMENINI from Southeast Asia. The name appears in all major lists, textbooks 
and catalogues (e.g. Berland, 1932; Baum, 1938; Roewer, 1954; Bonnet, 1957; 
Platnick, 2006). The binomen Misumenops nepenthicola has been much used in 
ecological and in some other non-taxonomic publications, sometimes attributed to 
Pocock but most commonly without any author’s name, possibly in the belief that 
there was only one species of nepenthicolous Misumenini spider. Fage (1926), Mohr 
(1931, 1932), Bristowe (1931), Studnicka (1984), Moran (1993), Boulay (1997), 
Hartmeyer (1998), Soeseno (1998), Koh (2000) and Stanford (2003) used this name 
in a study of complex ecosystems inside Nepenthes pitchers. This name has also been 
used in papers on theoretical biology (e.g. Luczkovich et al., 2003). The application 
of the provisions of the Code would seriously disturb stability and cause confusion 
in the taxonomy of thomisid spiders. Stability would be best served by the validation 
of the attribution of Misumena nepenthicola to Pocock (1898). In that case the name 
Misumenops nepenthicola Fage, 1928 will become a junior homonym of Misumena 
nepenthicola Pocock, 1898, and Miswmenops nepenthicola Bristowe, 1930 will become 
a junior synonym of Misumena nepenthicola Pocock, 1898. 

6. It is proposed that the name Miswmena nepenthicola (currently Henriksenia 
nepenthicola) is attributed to Pocock (1898). 

7. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to rule that the name nepenthicola, as published in the 
binomen Misumena nepenthicola, is deemed to be available from Pocock, 1898; 
to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name 
nepenthicola Pocock, 1898, as published in the binomen Misumena nepen- 
thicola, as defined by the lectotype housed in the Entomology Department of 
the Natural History Museum, London, and as ruled to be available in (1) 
above. 


(2 


w— 
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Case 3334 


Colias alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905 (Insecta, Lepidoptera, PrERIDAE): 
proposed conservation of the specific name by giving it precedence over 
three senior subjective synonyms 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the specific name alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905, which is in widespread use for 
a butterfly species of the genus Colias Fabricius, 1807 (family PIERIDAE). The name is 
threatened by three little-used senior subjective synonyms, Colias hyale sareptensis 
Alphéraky, 1875, Colias hyale alba Ruhl, 1893 and Colias hyale meridionalis 
Krulikowsky, 1903. It is proposed that C. alfacariensis is given precedence over the 
other three names whenever it and any of the others are considered to be synonyms. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Lepidoptera; PIERIDAE; Colias; Colias alfa- 
cariensis; Colias sareptensis; Colias alba; Colias meridionalis; Europe; Russia; Iran. 


1. The name alfacariensis was originally published by Ribbe (1905, p. 137) as 
“Colias hyale ab.{erration] alfacariensis’ and discussed as a geographical form 
distinguishable from those that occur in other regions. The name a/facariensis was 
unavailable from its first publication in 1905 because of Ribbe’s use of the term ‘ab’. 
A proposal was eventually submitted asking the Commission to confirm the 
availability of the name, and thus establish its priority over others such as australis 
Verity, 1911 and alfacariensis Berger, 1945 (Whitebread et al., 1988, pp. 29-32). The 
Commission approved this proposal (Opinion 1657, 1991, p. 272) and placed Colias 
alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905 on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology, thus 
ending almost half a century of nomenclatural instability. Because of this it has 
recently been considered that the earliest name applicable to the yellow European 
species of the hyale group of Colias Fabricius, 1807 which is not hyale Linnaeus, 1758 
(Berger, 1945a, pp. 9-10; 1945b, pp. 33-34) is alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905. 

2. After several decades of controversy a/facariensis is now the predominantly used 
name in numerous publications, and is generally accepted as the valid name for the 
species occurring from southern and western Europe to south-western Russia and 
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north-eastern Iran. The Commission Secretariat holds a list of 63 references by 
72 authors, using the name alfacariensis, published between 1949 and 2003; a much 
longer list Could easily be compiled. However, C. alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905 is not the 
oldest available name; it is threatened by the overlooked synonyms C. hyale 
sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875, C. hyale alba Ruhl, 1893, and C. hyale meridionalis 
Krulikowsky, 1903. This leaves us with an untenable situation, since the substitution 
of any of these three little-known names for the well-established name C. alfacariensis 
would cause much confusion. 

3. A few years ago, especially in the Russian entomological literature (e.g. Tuzov 
et al., 1997, p. 172), another name for the species currently known as C. alfacariensis 
Ribbe, 1905 appeared, i.e. “Colias sareptensis Staudinger, 1871’. The name ‘sarepten- 
sis’ was originally published as ‘No. 64.a. Col. Erate ab. Sareptensis’ by Staudinger 
(1871, p. xxxvu) and ‘64. Hyale ... ab. (an hibr?) Sareptensis’ (1871, p. 5). The 
numbering of the species in the text of Staudinger’s catalogue (1871, p. 5) indicates 
that the linking with C. erate (Esper, [1805]) in the list of the new designations 
(p. Xxxviil) was a lapsus. Staudinger’s name ‘sareptensis’ was unavailable from its first 
publication in 1871 because of the use of the term ‘ab’. It is therefore of 
infrasubspecific status (see Article 45.6.2 of the Code — Determination of infra- 
subspecific rank of the names). Staudinger never applied the name ‘sareptensis’ to a 
population or a group of populations. 

4. Kirby’s (1872, pp. xlv-xlvi) erroneous application of the name /yale Linnaeus, 
1758 to the orange species currently known as Colias croceus (Geoffroy, 1785) had an 
unforeseen side effect, for the yellow species that is currently known as C. hyale would 
have been left without a valid name of its own. Having searched the literature for 
applicable names Kirby suggested that ‘The only name which I can find for Hyale 
[of authors] ... is Sareptensis, applied by Staudinger ... to a variety. It is a very 
inappropriate name ... but unless all the misnomers in Entomology are to be 
rejected, I do not think we can avoid adopting it’. Kirby’s use of ‘sareptensis’ did not 
make the name available, because he clearly misidentified Staudinger’s ‘sareptensis’ 
(he never saw Staudinger’s specimens). He thought that Staudinger’s name repre- 
sented his conception of ‘the hyale of authors’, but this is wrong. Kirby’s intention 
was to find a new name for the species known to other authors as C. hyale, but 
Staudinger used the name sareptensis in reality for yellow spotted specimens of 
C. erate and possibly also for the species currently known as C. alfacariensis. 

5. Alphéraky (1875, pp. 153-154) published the name sareptensis in the combination 
“Colias Hyale L. var. Sareptensis’. The true status of Alphéraky’s sareptensis is rather 
confused as he used Staudinger’s name but then described something different to what 
Staudinger had apparently intended. He inferred that Staudinger considered sarepten- 
sis to be a hybrid between C. hyale and C. erate, and indeed indicated that he had seen 
such hybrids himself. He then said: “However, such specimens seem to me very 
different from the constant variety (“postoyannoe vidoizmenenie”’) var. Sareptensis 
Stgr., which I saw in Dr. Staudinger’s collection, and which I collect every year near 
Taganrog’. The Russian ‘vidoizmenenie’ is an archaic word used in Russian scientific 
publications in the 19th century. In those days the term ‘vid’ corresponded with the 
category species, and ‘vidoizmenenie’ had a meaning almost identical to what is now 
known as a subspecies. The term ‘vid’ means the species and ‘vidoizmenenie’ means a 
subordinate category. The subspecies concept was not then fully developed; thus 
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different subspecies did not have to be allopatric and, in theory, two ‘vidoizmenenie’ 
(subspecies) could occur together. After describing the insect, he also said: ‘... this 
form is very common and belongs to the type Hyale .. . [the C. hyale group of species|’ 
and: ‘I propose to consider var. Sareptensis Stgr. not as an individual form but a 
permanent form characteristic of southern and south-eastern Russia’. This description 
makes the name available at the subspecific rank (see Article 45.6.4 of the Code). 

6. The status of sareptensis Alphéraky is further confused by his subsequent 
writings on the subject. In 1881 (Alphéraky, 1881, pp. 365-366) he first mentioned the 
specimen he received from Staudinger and says that it is one of the hybrid 
individuals. He eventually admitted that he didn’t know what to do with the name: 
‘Now I don’t know whether the name var. Sareptensis Stgr. or ab. Sareptensis Stgr. 
should be adopted, or to which form it should be applied’. Then, in 1908 (Alphéraky, 
1908, p. 564), he decided that the name should be applied to the hybrids: “Under 
the name sareptensis in my first list I said that larger specimens with a brighter 
yellow wing colour etc. fly at Taganrog. In this I was clearly mistaken, however the 
mistake was not mine but rather Staudinger’s’. He also accepted Krulikowsky’s 
C. meridionalis (see para. 12 below) as the name to be applied to the new entity: 
‘L.K. Krulikowsky has now perfectly reasonably called these latter: var. meridiona- 
lis’, and referred to it as such throughout the rest of the work. However, the fact that 
he changed his mind in 1908 does not affect the status of the taxon as inferred from 
the original description (Alphéraky, 1875). 

7. Alphéraky (1875, pp. 153-154) was clearly convinced that there were three 
different kinds of Colias flying together near Taganrog, i.e. C. hyale, C. erate (he 
often found these two species in copula and they produced hybrids) and ‘var. 
Sareptensis’. He mentioned that Staudinger thought that his specimens could be 
hybrids. What Alphéraky considered these hybrids to be can be found in the work 
about the Lepidoptera of Kouldja (Alphéraky, 1881, pp. 365-366): ‘But that 
[specimen] which I once received under this name from Dr. Staudinger is not a 
constant form, but a hybrid between C. Erate Esp. and Hyale L. ... The hybrid 
specimens are generally the same colour as Erate, but the black border is spotted with 
yellow’. (Examination of the surviving Staudinger ‘types’ of ‘sareptensis’ proves these 
‘hybrids’ to be C. erate with fenestrated forewing borders). As stated above, 
Staudinger’s unavailable ‘sareptensis’ probably consisted of two different species, i.e. 
C. alfacariensis and C. erate. Alphéraky regarded his ‘var. Sareptensis’ as being 
closely related to C. hyale and mentioned the main identifying feature several times, 
e.g. the ‘wing colour [of the male] is much more yellow (Alphéraky, 1875, 
pp. 153-154), the ‘warm yellow colour of the male’ (Alphéraky, 1881, pp. 365-366), 
or a ‘brighter yellow wing colour’ (Alphéraky, 1908, p. 564). He examined between 
2,000 and 3,000 specimens from Taganrog (Alphéraky, 1881); inspection of such a 
large series was surely the reason why he was able to separate the ‘var. Sareptensis’ 
from the normal C. hyale and the so-called hybrids. Alphéraky (1875, pp. 153-154) 
made the name sareptensis available by the fact that he used it as valid, also giving 
indications as to how to identify his ‘var. Sareptensis’. We have examined part of 
Alphéraky’s own series of ‘var. Sareptensis’ in St. Petersburg and can confirm that 
they are C. alfacariensis (but see the lectotype designation in para. 14 below). All of 
this leaves little doubt that his ‘var. Sareptensis’ is the species that we now know as 
C. alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905. 
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8. The name sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875 is considered available and applicable in 
the combination Colias sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875. It is the oldest available name 
for the taxon, being a senior subjective synonym of Colias alfacariensis remota 
Reissinger, 1989 from Volsk (south-western Russia). The name sareptensis cannot be 
suppressed without a decision by the Commission because it was treated as a valid 
species-group name after 1899 (e.g. Tuzov et al., 1997, p. 172), albeit under the wrong 
authorship (see Article 23.9.1 of the Code — Reversal of Precedence). 

9. Butler (1880, p. 409) elevated Staudinger’s unavailable ‘sareptensis’ to specific 
status, treating it as ‘Colias sareptensis’. He considered it as a separate species 
from C. erate, but his C. sareptensis can only be C. erate as it is now known that no 
other similar species of Colias are found in Afghanistan. As a result of the lecto- 
type designation for sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875 (see para. 14 below), Butler’s 
C. sareptensis must be regarded as a subsequent misidentification. 

10. The name alba was originally published as ‘Colias Hyale var.[ietas] alba’ by 
Bienert (1870, p. 28) for specimens from Nishapur (north-western Iran); however, he 
failed to provide any description, definition or indication of characters purported to 
differentiate the taxon, other than that which is implicit in the descriptive name. That, 
by itself, cannot make the name available. Subsequently a/ba was used as a valid 
name by Rihl (1893, p. 156), who briefly described Colias hyale ‘var. alba Bien.[ert] 
from Nischapur as a geographical variety. We have not found any older use of the 
name; therefore we credit it to Rthl. 

11. Reissinger (1989, p. 131) claimed that a/ba Ruhl, 1893 is a junior homonym, 
thinking that the name was preoccupied by ‘a/ba’ Haworth, 1802, but Haworth’s 
‘alba’ (Haworth, 1802, p. 2) is unavailable; in fact it is not a scientific name at all 
but merely a descriptive Latin term. The listings of Bridges (1988, Annotations 
No. 3.7) also provoked confusion in this respect, making Staudinger’s (1871, 
p. 6) ‘alba appear as if it were available; but it is nothing more than an 
infrasubspecific form name applied to white females of Colias myrmidone (Esper, 
[1781]), so it can be ignored. Furthermore, the name ‘alba’ is in widespread popular 
usage as applied to the white female form of many species of Colias worldwide. The 
name Colias alba Rihl, 1893 was certainly treated as an available and valid species 
group name by Tutt (1896, p. 254), Le Cerf (1913, p. 30) and Berger & Fontaine 
(1948, p. 108). The name alba Ruhl, 1893 is a senior subjective synonym of 
C. alfacariensis hyrcanica Reissinger, 1989 from northern Iran. The name a/ba Ruhl, 
1893 cannot be suppressed without a decision by the Commission because it was 
treated as a valid species group name after 1899 as stated above (see Article 23.9.1 of 
the Code). 

12. In 1903 Krulikowsky introduced the name meridionalis in the combination 
‘C. hyale ... var. meridionalis mihi (nomen novum)’. Krulikowsky (1903, p. 302) 
stated that there were two ‘forms’ occurring under the name ‘sareptensis’ Staudinger; 
one was a large and intensively coloured ‘race’ of C. hyale, the other one probably a 
hybrid between C. hyale and C. erate. This is what Alphéraky (1881, pp. 365-366) 
wrote, and Krulikowsky (1903) clearly referred to this work. Subsequently he went 
on to say that the name ‘sareptensis’ should be restricted to the hybrid, and for the 
southern [Russian] ‘race’ of hyale he proposed the new name meridionalis. 

13. To understand the meaning of Krulikowsky’s meridionalis it is necessary to 
read the works of Alphéraky (1875, 1881). Krulikowsky did not cite the earlier work 
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of Alphéraky from 1875. Alphéraky (1881, pp. 365-366) wrote that the specimens 
from Taganrog described by him as ‘var. Sareptensis’ are different to the single 
specimen that he received under the same name from Staudinger. He believed that the 
Staudinger specimen is a hybrid between C. erate and C. hyale, and he did not ‘know 
whether the name “var. Sareptensis Stgr.” or “ab. Sareptensis Stgr.” should be 
adopted, or to which form it should be applied’. This is why Krulikowsky proposed 
the new name meridionalis for the southern Russian ‘hyale’ (sareptensis sensu 
Alphéraky, 1875), under the mistaken assumption that the name sareptensis was only 
applicable to Staudinger’s so-called hybrids. But what Alphéraky (1875, pp. 153-154) 
described under ‘var. Sareptensis’ from Taganrog are specimens of C. alfacariensis, 
not C. hyale. The name meridionalis is considered invalid as a junior objective 
synonym of C. sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875 (see para. 14 below), and also a 
senior subjective synonym of C. alfacariensis remota Reissinger, 1989 from Volsk 
(south-western Russia). 

14. It is not known what happened to Bienert’s collection; his material is not 
mentioned in Horn et al. (1990). Bienert was supported by Staudinger in his work on 
the Persian Lepidoptera, but no syntypes have been found in the Staudinger 
collection in Berlin (MNHU). Therefore Bienert’s original specimens of alba are 
presumed to be lost. The name-bearing specimens of ‘sareptensis’ in the Staudinger 
collection (MNHU, Berlin) currently comprise four males and one deep yellow 
female of Colias erate. According to Alphéraky (1908, p. 564) there were two different 
species under the name ‘sareptensis’ in Staudinger’s collection; one the so-called 
hybrid, and the other the ‘bright yellow south-Russian C. hyale’ (sareptensis sensu 
Alphéraky, 1875). Alphéraky had the opportunity to examine Staudinger’s collection 
personally, as he was in Dresden between 1871 and 1873 where he worked under 
Staudinger’s supervision (Tuzov et al., 1997, p. 62). It is likely that Alphéraky found 
two different species under ‘sareptensis’ in the name-bearing series, and it is therefore 
probable that the original series was more extensive than what remains now in the 
Staudinger collection. For the stability of zoological nomenclature it is important to 
have the name-bearing type of C. sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875 fixed by a lectotype 
designation. To resolve any confusion about the identification of the taxon, a 
lectotype is herewith designated from a syntypic Alphéraky specimen that clearly 
corresponds with what Alphéraky described, i.e. a specimen of the species currently 
known as C. alfacariensis. To prevent confusion, the lectotype of C. sareptensis is also 
designated as lectotype of C. meridionalis Krulikowsky, 1903. Lectotype (fig. 1 on 
page 111): the syntypic male specimen selected as the lectotype of C. sareptensis and 
C. meridionalis is a fresh specimen that fits Alphéraky’s (1875) description. The wings 
are of a ‘warm yellow colour’ (Alphéraky, 1881, pp. 365-366), and the individual is 
not as large (fore wing length: 20.35 mm) as most C. hyale, as Alphéraky (1875) 
stated. The size of the Alphéraky specimens is variable, so this is only an average 
feature. The wing shape is more rounded than in the other syntypic males. The 
hindwing discal spot is of a deep orange colour, a typical feature in C. alfacariensis. 
Also the extension of the black basal shading on the forewing is a typical feature for 
C. alfacariensis. The lectotype is set on a steel pin; the label data are: [printed label 
with crown] Konu.[exmma] Ben.[uxoro] Kus31 Huxonaa Muxaiinopuaa [Coll. Grand 
Duke Nikolai Mikhailovich] // [small black bordered label in Alphéraky’s hand] 
Taganrog / IV 1874. [and printed on the underside] Alph. // [printed red label] 
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Fig. 1. Lectotype of Colias hyale sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875. Upperside (left) and underside (right). Fore 
wing length: 20.35 mm. 


Lectotype / Colias hyale var. sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875/ Trudy Russ. ent. Obshch. 
8: 153-154 / designated by J. Grieshuber, R. Worthy & G. Lamas, 2006 // [printed red 
label] Lectotype / Colias hyale var. meridionalis Krulikowsky, 1903 / Revue Russe Ent. 
3(5): 302 / designated by J. Grieshuber, R. Worthy & G. Lamas, 2006. Depository: 
ZISP (St. Petersburg). Paralectotypes: Each syntypic specimen will be provided with 
a printed red label: Paralectotype / Colias hyale var. sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875/ 

Trudy Russ. ent. Obshch. 8: 153-154 / designated by J. Grieshuber, R. Worthy & 

G. Lamas, 2006. Furthermore, each specimen, except for the Staudinger syntypes, 

will be provided with a printed red label reading: Paralectotype / Colias hyale var. 

meridionalis Krulikowsky, 1903 / Revue Russe Ent. 3(5): 302 / designated by 

J. Grieshuber, R. Worthy & G. Lamas, 2006. A list of all syntypes so far identified, 

and material excluded from the type series, along with their complete data has been 

sent to, and is held by, the Commission Secretariat. 

15. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to give the name alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905, as 
published in the trinomen Colias hyale alfacariensis, precedence over the names 
sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875, as published in the trinomen Colias hyale 
sareptensis, and alba Ruhl, 1893, as published in the trinomen Colias hyale 
alba, and meridionalis Krulikowsky, 1903, as published in the trinomen Colias 
hyale meridionalis, whenever it and any of the other three are considered to be 
synonyms; 
to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 
(a) sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875, as published in the trinomen Colias hyale 

sareptensis, with the endorsement that it is not to be given priority over the 
name alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905, as published in the trinomen Colias hyale 
alfacariensis, whenever the two are considered to be synonyms; 

(b) alba Riihl, 1893, as published in the trinomen Colias hyale alba, with the 
endorsement that it is not to be given priority over the name alfacariensis 
Ribbe, 1905, as published in the trinomen Colias hyale alfacariensis, 
whenever the two are considered to be synonyms; 


—~ 
i) 
w~ 
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(c) meridionalis Krulikowsky, 1903, as published in the trinomen Colias hyale 
meridionalis, with the endorsement that it is not to be given priority over 
the name alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905, as published in the trinomen Colias 
hyale alfacariensis, whenever the two are considered to be synonyms; 

(3) to emend the entry on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology for 
alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905, as published in the trinomen Colias hyale alfacarien- 
sis, to record that it is to be given precedence over sareptensis Alphéraky, 1875, 
as published in the trinomen Colias hyale sareptensis, alba Ruhl, 1893, as 
published in the trinomen Colias hyale alba, and meridionalis Krulikowsky, 
1903, as published in the trinomen Colias hyale meridionalis, whenever it and 
either of the other three names are considered to be synonyms. 
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proposed conservation of the specific name 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the specific name Celaenorrhinus ratna Fruhstorfer, 1908 for a widespread 
hespertid butterfly, very common in the tropics. The name is threatened by a senior 
subjective synonym Celaenorrhinus kawakamii (Matsumura, 1907), which has not 
been catalogued or used since 1907. It is proposed that the name ratna Fruhstorfer, 
1908 is conserved by suppression of kKawakamii Matsumura, 1907. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; HESPERIIDAE; Celaenorrhinus ratna; Celaenor- 
rhinus kawakamit; hesperiid butterfly; Asia. 


1. Matsumura (1907, p. 50) described kawakamii as a species of Notocrypta 
Nicéville, 1889 from Taiwan. Since 1907 the name kawakamii has never been 
catalogued or used by any author except Inomata et al. (2000) who suggested 
suppressing it, although they did not re-examine the types. 

2. Fruhstorfer (1908, p. 49) described Celaenorrhinus sumitra ratna from Taiwan in 
a short article. A year later Fruhstorfer (1909, p. 135) assigned ratna to Celaenor- 
rhinus consanguinea Leech, 1891. This assignment was followed by Fruhstorfer (1910, 
p. 61), Matsumura (1919, pl. 50, fig. 2; 1929, p. 34; 1931, p. 580), Seitz (1927, p. 1036), 
Evans (1926, p. 65; 1932, p. 324), Esaki (1931, p. 107; 1932, p. 158), Hirayama (1933, 
pl. 59, fig. 12) and Sonan (1936, p. 211). Evans (1949) treated ratna as a species of 
Celaenorrhinus, to which he assigned three subspecies (ratna Fruhstorfer, 1908, tytleri 
Evans, 1926 (p. 66) and daphne Evans, 1949 (p. 95)). This taxonomy has been 
accepted and used by subsequent authors, e.g. Okano & Okura (1959, p. 64), Shirdzu 
(1960, p. 380), Chen (1974, p. 282), Yamanaka (1980, p. 101), Bridges (1983, p. 1.8), 
Hamano (1986, p. 254), Ae et al. (1987, p. 37), Smith (1989, p. 245; 1994, p. 245), Hsu 
(1990, p. 146; 1999, p. 16; 2002, p. 349), Chiba et al. (1992, p. 130), Haribal (1992, 
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p. 196), Uchida (1991, p. 212; 1995, p. 206), Chang (1993, p. 122), Chou (1994, p. 703; 
1998, p. 271; 1999, p. 360), Lin (1994, p. 161; 2004, p. 260), Lee & Wang (1997, p. 41; 
1999, p. 254; 2002, p. 292), Chang (1998, p. 354; 2000, p. 18), Watanabe (1998, p. 164) 
and Hsu et al. (in press). 

3. Hsu et al. (in press) designated the lectotype of Notocrypta kawakamii 
Matsumura, 1907. The lectotype is housed in the Systematic Entomology Labora- 
tory, Faculty of Agriculture, Hokkaido University of Japan (SEHU), and is 
conspecific with Celaenorrhinus ratna Fruhstorfer, 1908. The name kawakamii 
Matsumura, 1907 is therefore a senior subjective synonym of ratna Fruhstorfer, 1908. 

4. Celaenorrhinus ratna is the most common Celaenorrhinus species in Taiwan 
(Okano & Okura, 1959; Hamano, 1986; Lin, 2004) and it has four currently 
recognized subspecies in India, the northwest Himalayan region (Evans, 1949) and 
southwestern China (Huang, 2001). Celaenorrhinus is the largest hesperiid genus in 
Taiwan (Hsu, 1990) and one of the largest genera in the world, distributed 
throughout the tropics (de Jong, 1982). Members of this genus are known to be very 
similar to one another and difficult to identify (Shirdzu, 1960; Hamano, 1986). To use 
the name kawakamii Matsumura, 1907 in place of its junior subjective synonym ratna 
Fruhstorfer, 1908 would involve a change in the name of a widespread species. The 
resurrection of the long-forgotten name kawakamii would cause unnecessary confu- 
sion in the taxonomic literature dealing with identifications within the genus 
Celaenorrhinus and would lead to nomenclatural instability. The name kawakamii 
was described after 1899, thus the conditions of Article 23.9.1.1 of the Code (Reversal 
of Precedence) are not met and a ruling by the Commission is needed for formal 
suppression of the name. 

5. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the name kawakamii Matsumura, 1907, as 
published in the binomen Notocrypta kawakamii, for the purposes of the 
Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of Homonymy; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name ratna 
Fruhstorfer, 1908, as published in the trinomen Celaenorrhinus sumitra ratna; 

(3) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 
Zoology the name kawakamii Matsumura, 1907, as published in the binomen 
Notocrypta kawakamii and as suppressed in (1) above. 
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Phalaena croesella Scopoli, 1763 (currently Adela croesella; Insecta, 
Lepidoptera): proposed conservation of usage of the specific name 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the widely used specific name Phalaena croesella Scopoli, 1763 (currently 
Adela croesella) for a common European fairy moth (family ADELIDAE) by designating 
a neotype. The current use of the name P. croesella is based on a misidentification 
and this makes it a junior subjective synonym of Phalaena degeerella Linnaeus, 1758 
(currently Nemophora degeerella). It is proposed that all previous type fixations for 
Phalaena croesella Scopoli, 1763 are set aside and a neotype is designated. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; ADELIDAE; Phalaena; Adela; Adela croesella; 
Nemophora degeerella; fairy moth; Europe. 


1. Scopoli (1763, p. 251) described and figured Phalaena croesella from Idrija, 
Slovenia. The type material is lost and to the best of my knowledge no neotype 
has ever been designated. The name P. croesella (currently Adela croesella) 1s 
currently used for a common European fairy moth species, resembling in wing 
pattern Phalaena (Tinea) degeerella Linnaeus, 1758 (p. 540) (currently Nemophora 
degeerella) (see Heath & Pelham-Clinton, 1976; Razowski, 1978; Zaguljaev, 1978; 
Wojtusiak, 1996). During 1871-2004 the name P. croesella was consistently used in 
at least 180 publications, including all major guide books and catalogues (reference 
list is available from the Commission Secretariat). The original description of 
P. croesella indicates that it is larger (long. lin. 2’) than P. degeerella (long. lin. 2’), 
has ‘violaceae’ wings (P. degeerella: ‘nigrae’), and ‘longissimae’ antennae (P. 
degeerella: ‘\longae’). The species that is currently recognised as Adela croesella 
is smaller than N. degeerella (wingspan 11—14 mm versus 17-23 mm in N. degeerella: 
see Heath & Pelham-Clinton, 1976), has relatively shorter male antennae and 
darker fore wings with prominent copper lustre. This contradicts the original 
description and indicates that the current use of the name P. croesella is based on a 
misidentification. 

2. Among fairy moths inhabiting Slovenia (list for the former Yugoslavia given by 
Wojtusiak, 1996) only Nemophora degeerella and Adela croesella correspond to the 
description of wing pattern given by Scopoli (1763). It is likely that Scopoli (1763) 
erroneously identified the species currently known under the name Adela croesella as 
Phalaena degeerella, and described true Phalaena degeerella as Phalaena croesella. 
The figure of Phalaena croesella published by Scopoli (1763) fits better to Phalaena 
degeerella. Thus Phalaena croesella Scopoli, 1763 is a junior subjective synonym of 
Phalaena degeerella Linnaeus, 1758. 
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3. Goeze (1783, p. 146) and de Villers (1789, pp. 510-511), were, to the best of my 
knowledge, the only authors who used Phalaena croesella as the valid name before 
Zincken (Charpentier & Zincken, 1821, p. 159) unequivocally synonymised P. 
croesella with N. degeerella. This synonymy was accepted by Treitschke (1833, 
p. 131), Duponchel (1838, p. 360), Fischer von Résslerstamm (1840, p. 189), Zeller 
(1853, p. 30) and many others. Frey (1880, p. 342) was the last author who referred 
to this synonymy. 

4. Denis & Schiffermitiller (1775, p. 143), Hiibner (1796, pl. 18, fig. 121) and 
subsequently several other researchers used the name P. sulzella (an incorrect 
subsequent spelling of Phalaena sultzella Linnaeus, 1767 (p. 896)) for the species 
currently known as Adela croesella. However, this was also a misidentification. 
Phalaena sultzella Linnaeus, 1767 is a junior subjective synonym of Phalaena 
degeerella Linnaeus, 1758 (Fabricius, 1775, p. 669). The type material of Phalaena 
sultzella is lost (Robinson & Nielsen, 1983, p. 232). 

5. Fabricius (1775, p. 669) used the name Phalaena podaella Linnaeus, 1767 
(p. 896), which he assigned to his new genus Alucita, for the species nearest to 
Phalaena degeerella. However, this taxonomic decision was not followed by subse- 
quent authors, although the name P. podaella was sometimes listed among the 
synonyms of P. croesella. Razowski (1978, p. 73) is probably the last author who 
referred to this synonymy. The type specimens of P. podaella have not been 
discovered in the Linnaean collection (Robinson & Nielsen, 1983, p. 224), and 
identity of this species remains unclear. Although Phalaena podaella Linnaeus, 1767 
is the oldest available name for the species currently known as Phalaena croesella, it 
has not been used as a valid name for nearly two centuries, and should be considered 
a nomen oblitum under Article 23.9.1.1. 

6. Esper (1791, pp. 49-S1, tab. 2, fig. 3) described Sphinx fasciata on the basis of 
two females from Lyon, France. This name was synonymized with Phalaena sulzella 
by Charpentier (Charpentier & Zincken, 1821, p. 158) and had never been used later 
as a valid name for the species in question; it should be considered a nomen oblitum 
under Article 23.9.1.1. 

7. Zeller (1839, p. 186) replaced the name P. su/tzella Linnaeus (spelt sulzella) 
with Adela (Eutyphia) sulzeriella without explaining the reason. This replacement 
was followed in particular by Herrich-Schaffer (1855, p. 103, pl. 32, fig. 227). In 
contrast, Wocke (1861, p. 108) used the name P. su/zella, attributed to Denis & 
Schiffermtller (1775), and listed both Adela degeerella (sensu Scopoli, 1763) and 
Adela sulzeriella Zeller, 1839 as synonyms of P. sulzella. Although the name Adela 
(Eutyphia) sulzeriella Zeller, 1839, is also available for the species currently known as 
P. croesella, it has not be used as a valid name after 1899, and should be considered 
a nomen oblitum under Article 23.9.1.1. 

8. Werneburg (1864, p. 239) did not accept the synonymy established by Zincken 
(in Charpentier & Zincken, 1821, p. 159) and listed P. croesella as a valid name. 
Wocke (1871, p. 274) only partially accepted Werneburg’s argument and used P. 
croesella as the valid name for the species next to P. degeerella, but listed specimens 
described by Scopoli (1763) as Adela degeerella Linnaeus, 1758 and Adela sulzeriella 
Zeller, 1839 among the synonyms of Phalaena croesella. Subsequent major catalogues 
(Rebel, 1901, p. 245; Meyrick, 1912a, p. 9; Meyrick, 1912b, p. 11) accepted this 
decision and apparently influenced subsequent use of the name Phalaena croesella for 
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the species distinct from Phalaena degeerella. However, the current use of the name 
P. croesella is based on a misidentification, and Phalaena croesella Scopoli, 1763 is a 
junior subjective synonym of Phalaena degeerella Linnaeus, 1758. No other names 
are available for the taxon in question. 

9. I propose that the existing usage of the specific name Phalaena croesella Scopoli, 
1763 is maintained by designating a neotype for P. croesella. The most suitable 
specimen for the neotype is deposited in the Natural History Museum, London, and 
bears two labels: 5 x 7 mm, black ink ‘Croat.fia] | Man[n]’; 8 x 10 mm, black ink and 
print ‘Zeller Coll. Walsingham Collection 1910-427’. 

10. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to set aside all previous type fixations for the nominal 
species croesella Scopolhi, 1763, as published in the binomen Phalaena croesella, 
and to designate the specimen proposed in para. 9 above as neotype; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name croesella 
Scopoli, 1763, as published in the binomen Phalaena croesella and as defined 
by the neotype designated in (1) above. 


Acknowledgements 

I am grateful to E.J. van Nieukerken for discussion and to the SYS-RESOURCE 
and SYNTHESYS programmes for the support of research visits to the Natural 
History Museum, London. 


References 


Charpentier, T. von & Zincken, J.L.T.F. 1821. Die Zinsler, Wickler, Schaben und Geistchen des 
Systematischen Verzeichnisses der Schmetterlinge der Wiener Gegend, vergleichen mit den 
in der Schiffermillerschen Sammlung in Wien befindlichen. 178 pp. Braunschweig. 

Denis, J.N.C.M. & Schiffermiiller, I. 1775. Ankiindung eines systematischen Werkes von den 
Schmetterlingen der Wienergegend. 323 pp., 3 pls. Wien. 

Duponchel, P.P.J. 1838. Nocturnes. Jn Godart, J.B. & Duponchel, P.P.J., Histoire naturelle des 
Lépidoptéres ou Papillons de France. 720 pp., 8 pls. Paris. 

Esper, E.J.C. 1791. Beschreibung einiger der prachtigsten Schmetterlinge von den kleinsten 
Arten, nach ihrer vergrésserten Abbildung. Naturforscher, 25: 39-51. 

Fabricius, J.C. 1775. Systema entomologiae, sistens Insectorum classes, ordines, genera, species, 
adiectis synonymis, locis, descriptionibus, observationibus. [32], 832 pp. Flensburgi et 
Lipsiae. 

Fischer von Réslerstamm, J.E. 1834-[1843]. Abbildungen zur Berichtigung und Ergdnzung der 
Schmetterlingkunde, besonders der Microlepidopterologie, als Supplement zu Treitschke’s 
und Htibner’s europaeischen Schmetterlingen, mit erlduterndem Text. 304 pp., 100 pls. 
Leipzig. 

Frey, H. 1880. Die Lepidopteren der Schweiz. xxvi, 454 pp. Leipzig. 

Goeze, J.A.E. 1783. Entomologische Beytrdge zu des Ritter Linne’ zwélften Ausgabe des 
Natursystems. Th. 3, Bd. 4. xx, 178 pp. Wiedmanns Erben und Reich, Leipzig. 

Heath, J. & Pelham-Clinton, E.C. 1976. Incurvariidae. Pp. 277-300 in Heath, J. (Ed.), The 
moths and butterflies of Great Britain and Ireland, vol. 1. Blackwell, Oxford. 

Herrich-Schaffer, G.A.W. [1847]-1855. Systematische Bearbeitung der Schmetterlinge von 
Europa, 5. Die Schaben und Federmotten. 394 pp., 124 pls. Regensburg. 

Hiibner, J. 1796-[1836]. Sammlung europdischer Schmetterlinge. VIII. Tineidae—Schaben. 
78 pp., 71 pls. Augsburg. 

Linnaeus, C. 1758. Systema Naturae, Ed. 10, vol. 1. 824 pp. Salvi, Holmiae. 


Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 63(2) June 2006 121 


Linnaeus, C. 1767. Systema Naturae, Ed. 12, vol. 1, part 2. Pp. 533-1327. Salvii, Holmiae. 

Meyrick, E. 1912a. Lepidoptera Heterocera (Tineae). Fam. Adelidae. \2 pp., | pl. Bruxelles. 

Meyrick, E.- 1912b. Adelidae, Micropterygidae, Gracilariadae [sic]. Lepidopterorum 
Catalogus, 6: 1-68. 

Razowski, J. 1978. Heteroneura, Adeloidea. 137 pp., 11 pls. Warszawa [Monografie fauny 
Polski, T. 8. Motyle (Lepidoptera) Polski, Cz. III]. 

Rebel, H. 1901. Catalog der Lepidopteren des palaearctischen Faunengebietes. Th. II: Fam. 
Pyralidae — Micropterygidae. 368 pp. Berlin. 

Robinson, G.S. & Nielsen, E.S. 1983. The Microlepidoptera described by Linnaeus and Clerck. 
Systematic Entomology, 8: 191-242. 

Scopoli, I.P. 1763. Entomologia Carniolica exhibens insecta Carnioliae indigena et distributa in 
ordines, genera, species, varietates. Methodo Linnaeana. 36, 421 pp. Vindobonae. 

Treitschke, F. 1833. Die Schmetterlinge von Europa, vol. 9. 294 pp. Leipzig. 

Villers, C. de. 1789. Caroli Linnaei Entomologia, Fauna Suecicae descriptionibus aucta . . ., 
vol. 2. xvi, 656 pp., 6 pls. Lugduni. 

Werneburg, P. 1864. Beitrdge zur Schmetterlingskunde. Kritische Bearbeitung der wichtigsten 
entomologischen Werke des 17. und 18. Jahrhunderts beztiglich der darin abgehandelten 
Europdischen Schmetterlinge. Vol. 1, viii, 600 pp.; vol. 2, iv, 350 pp. Erfurt. 

Wocke, M.F. 1861. Microlepidoptera. Pp. 85-192 in Staudinger, O. & Wocke, M.F., Catalogue 
des Lépidoptéres d'Europe. Dresden. 

Wocke, M.F. 1871. Microlepidoptera. Pp. 201-346 in Staudinger, O. & Wocke, M.F., 
Catalogue ou Enumération Méthodique des Lépidoptéres qui habitent le territoire de la 
Faune Européenne. Dresden. 

Wojtusiak, J. 1996. Adelidae. Pp. 28-29 in Karsholt, O. & Razowski, J. (Eds.), The Lepidoptera 
of Europe: a distributional checklist. Apollo Books, Stenstrup, Denmark. 

Zaguljaey, P.K. 1978. Fam. Adelidae — long-horn moths. Pp. 92-112 in Medvedev, G.S. (Ed.), 
Opredelitel nasekomykh evropeiskoi chasti SSSR. Tom IV. Cheshuekrylye. Pervaya chast. 
[Key for determination of insects of the European part of the USSR, vol. IV, Lepidoptera, 
part 1]. Leningrad. [In Russian]. 

Zeller, P.C. 1839. Versuch einer naturgemassen Einteilung der Schaben. sis von Oken, 23: 
167-219. 

Zeller, P.C. 1853. Sieben Tineaceen — Gattungen. Linnaea Entomologica, 8: 1-87. 


Acknowledgement of receipt of this application was published in BZN 62: 58. 


Comments on this case are invited for publication (subject to editing) in the Bulletin; they 
should be sent to the Executive Secretary, I.C.Z.N., Natural History Museum, Cromwell 
Road, London SW7 5BD (e-mail: iczn@nhm.ac.uk). 


122 Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 63(2) June 2006 


Case 3344 


Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer, 1943 and Mesosmittia Brundin, 1956 
(Insecta, Diptera, CHIRONOMIDAE): proposed conservation of the generic 
names 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Articles 23.4 and 23.9.3 of the 
Code, is to conserve the generic names Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer, 1943 and 
Mesosmittia Brundin, 1956 for two widespread genera of non-biting midges by the 
suppression of Pseudorthocladius Edwards, 1932. Pseudorthocladius Edwards, 1932 is 
a senior homonym of Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer, 1943, but has not been used 
for the last 50 years, being replaced with Mesosmittia Brundin, 1956. It is proposed 
that the replacement of Pseudorthocladius Edwards, 1932 with Mesosmittia Brundin, 
1956 is accepted. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; CHIRONOMIDAE; Pseudorthocladius; Meso- 
smittia, Pseudorthocladius curtistylus; Mesosmittia flexuella; non-biting midges. 


1. Goetghebuer (1932, p. 93) proposed Pseudorthocladius as the name of a new 
subgenus in the genus Orthocladius van der Wulp, 1874, to include three nominal 
species of non-biting midges (family CHIRONOMIDAE): Spaniotoma (Orthocladius) 
flexuella Edwards, 1929 (p. 349); Psectrocladius curtistylus Goetghebuer, 1921 
(p. 101); and Psectrocladius filiformis Kieffer, 1908. No type species was fixed for 
Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer, 1932, which is therefore a nomen nudum (Article 
13.3). 

2. Edwards (1932a, p. 141), in a literature review of Goetghebuer’s (1932) work, 
published the statement: “Four new subgeneric names are introduced by Dr. 
Goetghebuer, but for three of these type-species are not indicated; I hereby designate 
the following: ... Pseudorthocladius,-S. flexuella Edw.... (names of other taxa 
omitted for clarity). Edwards (1932a) included no other species in Pseudorthocladius; 
the two additional species placed there by Goetghebuer (1932) he assigned to a 
different taxon. In this classification, largely carried over from Edwards (1929), 
Pseudorthocladius was not given subgeneric rank as in Goetghebuer (1932), but 
corresponded to Spaniotoma ( Orthocladius) “Group E’ sensu Edwards (1929, p. 349). 
Likewise, Psectrocladius curtistylus Goetghebuer (see para. 3) — misrepresented as 
“Dactylocladius curtistylus Goet.’ — was placed in ‘Group F’ of Spaniotoma ( Ortho- 
cladius), ‘which might bear the name Spaniotoma’ (Edwards, 1932a, p. 141). This 
system ignored the Principle of Coordination (Edwards, 1929, p. 308, footnote): 
the previously unused name Spaniotoma Philippi, 1865 was reintroduced for a 
genus including Orthocladius as a subgenus, but there was no nominotypical 
subgenus Spaniotoma (Spaniotoma), and the subfamily was called ‘Orthocladiinae’. 
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Moreover, several previously available genus-group names were not necessarily used 
as valid in the sense of the Code, but were presented in more or less tentative 
association (see the above quote from Edwards, 1932a, concerning “Group F’) with 
Edwards’ own lettered group terms; for example, ‘(Dactylocladius, Kieff.)’ was set in 
a separate line underneath the text section title “Group D’ in Spaniotoma (Ortho- 
cladius) (Edwards, 1929, p. 346). Edwards (1932b), published about one month 
after Edwards (1932a), repeated this classification: the ‘type of the new subgenus 
Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer’ was treated under the name ‘Spaniotoma (Ortho- 
cladius) flexuella Edw.’, and placed in ‘a special section of Orthocladius for this 
species alone’. 

3. Goetghebuer (1943 in 1940-1950, p. 73; for publication dates of the successive 
instalments of this work see Evenhuis, 1997, p. 461) treated the name and systematic 
placement of Pseudorthocladius after Goetghebuer (1932), but this time gave 
Psectrocladius curtistylus Goetghebuer as the ‘genotype’, and transferred Spaniotoma 
flexuella Edwards to the genus Limnophyes Eaton, 1875 (op. cit., 1944, p. 134). In 
doing so, Goetghebuer apparently was unaware of Edwards’ (1932a, 1932b) publi- 
cations; there is no reference to them in Goetghebuer (1940-1950), and a note given 
under L. flexuellus (op. cit., 1944, p. 134) clearly refers to the treatment of the species 
in Edwards (1929) rather than in Edwards (1932a, 1932b). Under these circum- 
stances, Goetghebuer’s (1943 in 1940-1950) treatment of Pseudorthocladius may be 
seen as the effective (though unintentional) establishment of a separate available 
name. 

4. Until 1951, most authors publishing on the taxa in question made no reference 
whatsoever to Edwards’ (1932a, 1932b) works, and derived their nomenclature and 
taxonomic concepts from those of Goetghebuer (1932 or 1940-1950, respectively) 
(see, e.g. Thienemann & Kriiger, 1939; Thienemann, 1944; Brundin, 1949; Hennig, 
1950; Strenzke, 1950). On the other hand, Coe (1945, 1950) followed Edwards, and 
Laurence (1951) argued that Pseudorthocladius Edwards took precedence over 
Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer by virtue of the type designation in Edwards (1932a). 
He proposed ‘Pseudokiefferiella sub-genus nov.’ for Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer, 
but that substitute name was preoccupied by Pseudokiefferiella Zaviel, 1941 (see 
Spies & Seether, 2004, pp. 19-20). Freeman (1953) and Thienemann (1954), although 
aware of Laurence’s (1951) arguments, chose to maintain and use Pseudorthocladius 
Goetghebuer. 

5. Brundin (1956, pp. 138-139) reviewed the conflicting uses of Pseudorthocladius 
and related names, but the solution he proposed was guided more by taxonomic 
considerations than by rules of nomenclature. In following most of Goetghebuer’s 
(1940-1950) rather than Edwards’ (1929, 1932a) classification — especially concerning 
Edwards’ peculiar treatment of Spaniotoma — Brundin (1956, pp. 137-139) used 
Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer, 1943 instead of Pseudorthocladius Edwards, 1932 
and replaced the latter by a new name, Mesosmittia Brundin, 1956 (p. 163), with the 
same type species as in Edwards (1932a, 1932b). 

6. Since Brundin (1956), his basic definitions of the two genera in question and the 
names he applied to the latter have been used unanimously: in all applicable 
catalogues of Chironomidae taxa (e.g. Freeman & Cranston, 1980; Ashe, 1983; Ashe 
& Cranston, 1990; Oliver, Dillon & Cranston, 1990; Spies & Reiss, 1996), standard 
keys (e.g. Wiederholm, 1983, 1986, 1989; Langton, 1991; Szther et al., 2000), 
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pertinent revisions (Seether & Sublette, 1983; Sather, 1986; Andersen & Mendes, 

2002), etc. The genus treated under the name ‘“Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer’ 

presently includes about 35 nominal species, and has been reported from all 

zoogeographic world regions except Australia and the Antarctic (e.g. Sether & 

Andersen, 1996; Chaudhuri et al., 2001; Roque et al., 2003). Members of 

‘Mesosmittia Brundin’ are known from the Holarctic, Afrotropical and Neotropical 

regions; currently there are 14 named species (Andersen & Mendes, 2002). Some 

authors have credited Pseudorthocladius to Goetghebuer (1932) rather than to 

Goetghebuer (1943) and some details of the synonymies and explanations given have 

varied, but the present applicant is unaware of any post-1956 publication that would 

constitute an exception to the universal use of Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer and 

Mesosmittia Brundin, and disuse of Pseudorthocladius Edwards. Several authors have 

commented that this usage is not in accordance with the Code and that a ruling by 

the Commission is necessary (e.g. Cranston, 1975; Ashe, 1983; Sether & Sublette, 

1983; Andersen & Mendes, 2002). However, no corresponding application has 

previously been submitted. 

7. To use Pseudorthocladius Edwards in place of Mesosmittia, and to establish a 
substitute name for Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer, would represent the most 
destabilizing and confusing kind of nomenclatural change: the switching of a 
scientific name in widespread use for one taxonomic concept to a different concept for 
which another name has also been in common. use. However, only one of the two 
conditions for Reversal of Precedence (Article 23.9) is met. Pseudorthocladius 
Goetghebuer, 1943 and Mesosmittia Brundin, 1956 are in prevailing usage for the last 
50 years as presumed valid names (Article 23.9.1.2). However, the senior homonym 
Pseudorthocladius Edwards, 1932 was established after 1899 and hence does not 
qualify as a nomen oblitum (Article 23.9.1.1). 

8. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the generic name Pseudorthocladius 
Edwards, 1932 for the purposes of both the Principle of Priority and the 
Principle of Homonymy; 
to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the following names: 
(a) Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer, 1943 (gender: masculine), type species by 

original designation Psectrocladius curtistylus Goetghebuer, 1921; 

(b) Mesosmittia Brundin, 1956.(gender: feminine), type species by original 
designation and monotypy Spaniotoma (Orthocladius) flexuella Edwards, 
1929; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) curtistylus Goetghebuer, 1921, as published in the binomen Psectro- 
cladius curtistylus (specific name of the type species of Pseudorthocladius 
Goetghebuer, 1943); 

(b) flexuella Edwards, 1929, as published in the binomen Spaniotoma ( Ortho- 
cladius ) flexuella (specific name of the type species of Mesosmittia Brundin, 
1956); 

to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 

Zoology the name Pseudorthocladius Edwards, 1932, as suppressed in (1) 

above. 


— 
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Case 3373 


Ateles geoffroyi (Mammalia, Primates): proposed attribution of 
authorship to Kuhl, 1820 


Colin Groves and Justin J.H. Hines 


School of Archaeology & Anthropology, Australian National University, 
Canberra, A.C.T. 0200, Australia (e-mail: Colin.Groves@anu.edu.au) 


Paulina D. Jenkins 


Department of Zoology, Natural History Museum, Cromwell Road, 
London SW7 5BD, U.K. (e-mail: p.jenkins@nhm.ac.uk) 


Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 50.1 of the Code, is to 
validate the common but incorrect attribution of the name Afeles geoffroyi to Kuhl 
(1820). This is a longstanding error perpetuated in the primate literature and it is 
proposed that the attribution of the name to Kuhl (1820) be validated. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Ateles; Ateles geoffroyi; Ateles melanochir; 
Kuhl; Nicaragua; spider monkey. 


1. The generic name Ateles was introduced by E. Geoffroy St. Hilaire (1806, p. 
269). He attributed five species to it, of which three were spider monkeys from South 
America (including the type species, Simia paniscus Linnaeus, 1766); one was the 
Muriqui or woolly spider monkey, now referred to a separate genus Brachyteles; the 
fifth was an African colobus monkey, referred to Ate/es only with considerable 
misgivings and later (Geoffroy, 1812) excluded from the genus. 

2. What was effectively the first spider monkey from Central America was 
described by Desmarest (1820, p. 76) as Ateles melanochir. Desmarest said merely 
that it was “An undescribed new species, from the collection of the MNHN of Paris’ 
but Rode (1938, p. 28) recorded the animal as having died in 1819 in the Ferrand 
Menagerie. The original locality of the specimen was unknown; it was fixed by 
Kellogg & Goldman (1944) as San Juan del Norte, Nicaragua, though the validity of 
this fixation has never been tested by examination of the type specimen, which is still 
in the collection of the Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle, Paris. 

3. In the same year, Kuhl (1820, p. 26) described a spider monkey from a specimen 
‘In Museo Parisiensi’, which from his description (in Latin) is evidently the same 
specimen described by Desmarest (1820). His heading is ‘Ate/es Geoffroy. mihi species 
inedita’ — meaning that it belongs to the genus Ateles Geoffroy, but is of a species 
‘unknown to me’. It is interesting that, a few lines earlier, he described a new species, 
Ateles fuliginosus, and compared it to ‘Atelem Geoffroyi versis’ ((Geoffroy’s Ateles, 
below’); nonetheless, the description being in Latin, there is no indication that he 
intended to describe a species as Ateles geoffroyi. Kuhl’s book was evidently 
published earlier in 1820 than Desmarest’s, because Desmarest refers in his intro- 
duction to following the observations of recent naturalists including Kuhl, and 
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also on page 72 to A. hypoxanthus as a ‘new species distinguished by M le docteur 
Kuhl. 
4. Under Cebus geoffroyi, Fischer (1829, p. 40) attributed the name Afeles geoffroyi 
to Kuhl, with Ateles melanochir Desmarest as a synonym. This was apparently the 
first attribution of the name to Kuhl. Wagner in Schreber (1840) followed suit, and 
from that time onwards most writers on primates have assumed that Kuhl described 
a species Ateles geoffroyi and that this is the earliest available name for a Central 
American spider monkey. The Commission Secretariat holds an extensive list of 
publications in which this attribution is followed (e.g. Napier & Napier, 1967, p. 59: 
Klein, 1971; Mittermeier & Fleagle, 1976). Elliot (1912), who gave an extensive 
bibliographic listing of primate names, continued to refer to Ateles geoffroyi Kuhl, 
1820. Sherborn (1926, p. 2664) also attributed the authorship to Kuhl, but spelled the 
species name ‘geoffroy’. The name Ateles melanochir Desmarest, 1820 was rarely used 
as a valid name (e.g. Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire (1851, p. 49)) since the time of its 
publication and can be considered a nomen oblitum. Fischer (1829) made the name 
Ateles geoffroyi available, but has never been recognized as the author of the name. 
5. The only author who seems to have checked the original source was Hill (1962, 
p. 463), who wrote: “The specific name geoffroyi nowadays applied to this monkey 
should, in all probability, be replaced by melanochir Desmarest .. .. and went on to 
recount the history of (3) above. It was Hill’s footnote that alerted us to the 
probability that all might not be well with current nomenclature. 
6. Stability would be best served by formalizing the fiction that Kuhl described a 
species called Ate/les geoffroyi. Kuhl’s description was based on the same specimen as 
A. melanochir, so that specimen becomes the type of both names. This preserves 
current and long accepted nomenclature. 
7. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 
(1) to use its plenary power to rule that the name Ateles geoffroyi is deemed to be 
available from Kuhl (1820); 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name geoffroyi 
Kuhl, 1820, as published in the combination ‘Ateles Geoffroy. mihi species 
inedita’ and ruled in (1) above to be Ateles geoffroyi. 
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Comment on the proposed conservation of usage of Oceania Péron & Lesueur, 1810 
(Cnidaria, Hydrozoa) by the designation of Oceania armata KOlliker, 1853 as the 
type species 

(Case 3304; see BZN 62: 221-225) 


M.A. Alonso-Zarazaga 


Departamento de Biodiversidad y Biologia Evolutiva, Museo Nacional de Ciencias 
Naturales (CSIC), José Gutiérrez Abascal, 2, E-28006 Madrid, Spain 
(e-mail: zarazaga@mncen.csic.es ) 


The authors of this case incorrectly spelled the name of the family based on 
Oceania Péron & Lesueur throughout the text. The stem of the generic name to which 
the ending -IDAE must be attached 1s to be determined according to Article 29.3.1. For 
the genus Oceania, it is Oceani-, by elimination of the Latin first declension 
nominative ending —a. Thus, the correct family name obtained is OCEANIIDAE, and not 
‘Oceanidae’ as used, even if the latter was the original spelling used by Eschscholtz 
(1829). I propose that the application is amplified as follows: 

(4) to place on the Official List of Family-Group Names in Zoology the name 
OCEANIIDAE Eschscholtz, 1829 (type genus: Oceania Péron & Lesueur, 1810) (a 
valid emendation of the incorrect original spelling OCEANIDAE); 

(5) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Family-Group Names in 
Zoology the name OCEANIDAE Eschscholtz, 1829 (an incorrect original spelling 
of OCEANIIDAE). 


Comment on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Helix papillaris 
Miller, 1774 (currently Papillifera papillaris; Mollusca, Gastropoda) 
(Case 3319; see BZN 62: 130-133; 63: 46-47) 


Dietrich Kadolsky 
66 Heathhurst Road, Sanderstead, Surrey CR2 OBA, U.K. 


1. I support the reasoning and the resulting proposals made by Giusti & 
Manganelli. They serve the stability of nomenclature as well as honour the content 
of the original publications of Turbo bidens Linnaeus, 1758 and Helix papillaris 
Miiller, 1774. If the content of the original publication of the name Turbo bidens 
Linnaeus, 1758 is taken on its own merits, the conclusion that this nominal species is 
not the same as Helix papillaris Miller, 1774 is straightforward. The identification of 
Turbo bidens Linnaeus with the latter is only based on the subsequent statements by 
Linnaeus (1767) and Schréter (1784), which still have an effect more than 220 years 
later. Up to the present day both names have been treated as the valid name for the 
same species; a literature survey suggests that the name papillaris has been treated as 
valid more often than bidens in the last 50 years (list held by the Commission 
Secretariat). Only if the experts could agree that the name Turbo bidens Linnaeus, 
1758 is unidentifiable and should remain so, then an application on this subject would 
have been unnecessary. 
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2. In his comments to support the acceptance of the name Turbo bidens Linnaeus, 
1758 for the species in question, Welter-Schultes (BZN 63: 46-47) makes a number 
of assumptions which are either poorly supported by facts, or are purely speculative: 

(a) Miiller’s diagnosis (in contrast to Giusti & Manganelli’s initial statement) was 
not clear enough — Miller’s description and the figures cited by him leave no doubt 
as to the species intended; the use of the name papillaris in subsequent literature is 
unequivocal. The purpose of Giusti & Manganelli’s proposal of a neotype is not to 
remove doubt as to the identification of Helix papillaris Muller, but to fix that name 
to a particular strain in the species complex. 

(b) Rossmassler’s (1835) dictionary of Latin descriptive terms cannot be applied to 
the earlier text of Linnaeus, 1758 — Possibly true, but this does not support the 
assertion that Linnaeus, 1758 described the same species as Miller. The latter clearly 
described in Latin the conspicuous colour pattern which is missing in Linnaeus’s 
diagnosis. 

(c) Linnaeus may have had ‘good reasons’ not to mention this colour pattern — It 
is inconceivable that the founder of systematics of the entire Plant and Animal 
Kingdoms would have suppressed mentioning a conspicuous character in his 
diagnoses, which is alluded to by later authors in both the genus and species name of 
the taxon here discussed. 

(d) Linnaeus may have had only dead shells at his disposal — Unproven speculation. 
His words: ‘testa ... pellucida’ (shell transparent) is unlikely to apply to dead (and 
hence bleached and opaque) shells. I would speculate that a scientist of Linnaeus’s 
experience would have refrained from basing a new species on weathered shells. 

(e) Linnaeus may have had several species in the family CLAUSILIIDAE in mind, of 
which only one (viz. Papillifera papillaris) showed the aforementioned colour pattern, 
which was therefore not considered diagnostic for the composite nominal taxon 
Turbo bidens — It is quite possible that Linnaeus united several species under that 
name, but this cannot be proven. I would expect that Linnaeus would not have 
regarded a clausiliid with a conspicuous colour pattern as conspecific with other 
clausiliids which lacked this feature. 


Comment on the proposed conservation of Palamopus E. Hitchcock, 1845 
(Ichnotaxa, Reptilia?) 
(Case 3348; see BZN 62: 237-239; 63: 49-50) 


Markus Moser 


Staatliches Museum fiir Naturkunde Stuttgart Museum am Lowentor Rosenstein 1, 
Stuttgart, D-70191 Germany (e-mail: moser.smns@naturkundemuseum-bw.de) 


1. The term ‘Sauroidichnites’ was coined by Edward Hitchcock in 1837 as a 
subdivision of the general term ‘Ichnites’, and immediately afterwards used as 
a suborder of the order ‘Dipodichnites’ in the class ‘Ichnolithes’ (Hitchcock, 1841, 
1844), thus in the first place ‘Sauroidichnites’ must be regarded as a suprafamilial 
taxon. Haubold (1971, 1974) pointed out that only in 1845 did Hitchcock begin to use 
generic names (i.e. different from higher level terms). Indeed, Hitchcock (1848, 
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p. 130) stated that he had introduced the term ‘Sauroidichnites’ intending, by the term, 
merely to convey an intimation that they might prove to be reptilian. It is therefore 
argued that ‘Sauroidichnites’ (and likewise ‘Ornithichnites’ and ‘Tetrapodichnites’) 
was not used as a generic name in the sense of binominal nomenclature, but as a 
general term denoting an object class, in which case ‘Sauroidichnites’ is unavailable 
as a generic name and does not need to be suppressed. 

2. However, as Hitchcock (1837) subdivided the ‘Ornithichnites’ into ‘Pachydactili’ 
and ‘Leptodactylv’ and used “Ornithichnites’ to include several inchnospecies, it could 
be argued that Sauroidichnites, Ornithichnites and Tetrapodichnites were used as 
generic appellations and general terms at the same time and could be acceptable as 
available generic names, possibly in the sense of a ‘collective group’. 

3. The question of the type species can be summarized as follows: Hitchcock (1837) 
used Sauroidichnites to include five species-group names. The type ichnospecies of the 
ichnogenus Sauroidichnites Hitchcock, 1837 — if considered available — is Sauroidich- 
nites palmatus (Hitchcock, 1836) by original monotypy, as the four other species 
names coined by Hitchcock in 1837 without description are unavailable. However, 
although it is the older name and an objective synonym, Palamopus palmatus is not 
the type species of Palamopus, as implied by Rainforth (para. 2). The type species (by 
monotypy) is Palamopus anomalus Hitchcock, 1845, as correctly stated by Hay 
(1902). If Sauroidichnites and Ornithichnites are considered unavailable generic 
names, that does not affect the availability of.“Ornithichnites’ palmatus, the valid 
specific name of the type species of Palamopus (Article 11.9.3.1 of the Code). Should 
the name palmatus prove to be nomenclaturally unavailable, P. anomalus may be 
reinstated as the valid name of the type species. 

4. Rainforth stated that Palamopus has been used as the name for an ichnotaxon 
in four published works (Kuhn, 1963; Haubold, 1971, 1984; Olsen & Radian, 1986). 
Kuhn (1963) accepted only Palamopus Hitchcock, 1845 with P. palmatus (Hitchcock, 
1841, note date, with Sauroidichnites palmatus in synonymy) as the valid name of the 
type species ((Genotypus’), thus apparently ignoring the older references. However, 
Kuhn (1963) cited the works of Hitchcock older than 1841, and there is no doubt that 
Kuhn had actually seen them, as the first series of volumes of the American Journal 
of Science and Arts is available, with early 19th century possession stamps, in the 
Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Munich, which was Kuhn’s main literature source 
(Kuhn, 1963, p. 3). It is therefore concluded that Kuhn, possibly following Hay 
(1902) and others, consistently did not-accept species names in these older works as 
available, and generic names only beginning with Hitchcock, 1845. Haubold (1971 
and follow-up publications of 1974 and 1984 in the second, enlarged edition) 
explicitly considered Sauroidichnites as not available as a generic name, following 
Kuhn (1963, and the references cited therein); hence, he used Palamopus (Haubold, 
1971), with Sauroidichnites in synonymy. Finally, Olsen & Padian (1986, p. 261) listed 
Palamopus only in the synonymy of Batrachopus, and more specifically three species 
of Palamopus, including ‘P. palmatus Hitchcock, 1841’, in tentative subjective 
synonymy with Batrchopus deweyi (Hitchcock, 1843) (Olsen & Padian, 1986, p. 262), 
so this reference cannot be counted as usage of Palamopus as the valid name of a 
taxon. 

5. To summarize: Of the limited record of only four works cited by Rainforth to 
support a universal usage of the younger name Palamopus, instead of the older 
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Sauroidichnites during the past 50 years, one work did not use Palamopus as a valid 
name, two used Palamopus with Sauroidichnites in explicit synonymy, and three did 
not consider Sauroidichnites an available generic name in zoological nomenclature. 
An accurate record by Lockley & Meyer (2004, p. 174) for Palamopus as a 
(presumably) valid taxon name was published probably too late to be employed by 
Rainforth. However, four references, at the most, cannot be considered as establish- 
ing prevailing usage. The nomenclature would hardly be upset, if the older name 
Sauroidichnites was be used and strict priority would be reinstated. It is my 
contention, therefore, that the proposed suppression of Sauroidichnites is not 
supported by the reasoning of Rainforth. However, I strongly recommend following 
previous authors in considering Sauroidichnites Hitchcock, 1837 as not available as 
a generic name for reasons stated in para. | above. 

6. Therefore, amending the application by Rainforth, the International Commis- 

sion on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly asked: 

(1) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Palamopus 
E. Hitchcock, 1845 (gender: masculine), type species by monotypy Palamopus 
anomalus E. Hitchcock, 1845; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name palmatus 
E. Hitchcock, 1836, as published in the binomen Ornithichnites palmatus 
(senior objective synonym of the type ichnospecies of Palamopus E. Hitchcock, 
1845); 

(3) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 
Zoology the name Palamopus E. Hitchcock, 1848 (a junior synonym of 
Palamopus E. Hitchcock, 1845); 

(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 
Zoology the name anomalus E. Hitchcock, 1845, as published in the binomen 
Palmopus anomalus (junior objective synonym of Ornithichnites palmatus E. 
Hichcock, 1836). 
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OPINION 2147 (Case 3263) 


Octopus hummelincki Adam, 1936 (Mollusca, Cephalopoda): specific 
name conserved i 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the specific name Octopus hummelincki 
Adam, 1936 is conserved for a common small ocellate octopus from the Caribbean 
and western Atlantic. The older name O. filosus Howell, 1868 was long regarded as 
a synonym of O. vulgaris Cuvier, 1797, but more recently has been synonymized with 
O. hummelincki (rather than O. vulgaris). The name O. filosus has had very little usage 
and its name has been suppressed. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Cephalopoda; ocropoDIDAE; Octopus hum- 
melincki; Octopus filosus. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that the name fi/osus Howell, 1868, 
as published in the binomen Octopus filosus, is suppressed for the purposes of 
the Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of Homonymy. 

(2) The name hummelincki Adam, 1936, as published in the binomen Octopus 
hummelincki, is hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names in 
Zoology. ; 

(3) The name filosus Howell, 1868, as published in the binomen Octopus filosus 
and suppressed in (1) above, is hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected 
and Invalid Specific Names in Zoology. 


History of Case 3263 

An application to conserve the specific name Octopus hummelincki Adam, 1936 for 
a common small ocellate octopus from the Caribbean and western Atlantic was 
received from Ian G. Gleadall (Tohoku Bunka Gakuen University, Sendai, Japan) on 
6 January 2003. After correspondence the case was published in BZN 61: 19-22 
(March 2004). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the 
Commission’s website. No comments on this case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | December 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 21. At the close of the voting period on 1 March 2006 
the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: — 16: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, Halli- 
day, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Nielsen, Papp, Rosenberg, 
Stys and van Tol. 

Negative vote: — 1: Patterson. 

No votes were received from Bouchet, Kerzhner, Ng and Song. 
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Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List and an 
Official Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
filosus, Octopus, Howell, 1868, American Journal of Conchology, 3: 240. 
hummelincki, Octopus, Adam, 1936, Bullétin du Musée Royal d'Histoire Naturelle de Belgique, 
12(40): 2. 
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OPINION 2148 (Case 3294) 


Gynacantha Rambur, 1842 and Triacanthagyna Selys, 1883 (Insecta, 
Odonata): usage conserved by the designation of Gynacantha nervosa 
Rambur, 1842 as the type species of Gynacantha 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the usage of the names Gynacantha 
Rambur, 1842 and Triacanthagyna Selys, 1883 for two genera of aeshnid dragonflies 
is conserved by the designation of Gynacantha nervosa Rambur, 1842 as the type 
species of Gynacantha. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Odonata; AESHNIDAE; Gynacantha; Triacan- 
thagyna; Gynacantha nervosa; Triacanthagyna trifida; dragonflies; Neotropical region; 
tropics. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that all previous fixations of type 
species for the nominal genus Gynacantha Rambur, 1842 before the designa- 
tion by Calvert (1905) of Gynacantha nervosa Rambur, 1842 are set aside. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Generic Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) Gynacantha Rambur, 1842 (gender: feminine), type species by subsequent 
designation by Calvert (1905) Gynacantha nervosa Rambur, 1842, as ruled 
in (1) above; 

(b) Triacanthagyna Selys, 1883 (gender: feminine), type species by monotypy 
Gynacantha trifida Rambur, 1842. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) nervosa Rambur, 1842, as published in the binomen Gynacantha nervosa 
(specific name of the type species of Gynacantha Rambur, 1842, as ruled in 
(1) above); 

(b) trifida Rambur, 1842, as published in the binomen Gynacantha trifida 
(specific name of the type species of Triacanthagyna Selys, 1883). 


— 
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History of Case 3294 

An application to conserve the usage of the names Gynacantha Rambur, 1842 and 
Triacanthagyna Selys, 1883 was received from Natalia von Ellenrieder and Rosser W. 
Garrison (California Department of Food and Agriculture, Sacramento, California, 
U.S.A.) on 8 July 2003. After correspondence the case was published in BZN 62: 
14-17 (March 2005). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on 
the Commission’s website. No comments were received on this application. 


Decision of the Commission 

On 1 December 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 15-16. At the close of the voting period on | March 
2006 the votes were as follows: 
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Affirmative votes: — 19: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, 
Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes: — none. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists: 


Gynacantha Rambur, 1842, Histoire naturelle des insectes. Névropteres, p. 209. 

nervosa, Gynacantha, Rambur, 1842, Histoire naturelle des insectes. Névroptéres, p. 213. 
Triacanthagyna Selys, 1883, Bulletin de ! Académie Royal de Belgique, (3)5: 745. 

trifida, Gynacantha, Rambur, 1842, Histoire naturelle des insectes. Névroptéres, p. 210. 


The following is the reference for the designation of Gynacantha nervosa Rambur, 1842 as 
the type species of Gynacantha Rambur, 1842: 


Calvert, P.P. 1905. Biologia centrali-americana: Insecta, Neuroptera, p. 189. 
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OPINION 2149 (Case 3291) 


DROMIIDAE Bonelli, 1810 (Insecta, Coleoptera, Caraboidea): emended 
to DROMIUSIDAE to remove homonymy with DROMIIDAE De Haan, 1833 
(Crustacea, Decapoda, Brachyura, Dromioidea) 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that homonymy between the beetle family name 
DROMIDAE Bonelli, 1810 (type genus Dromius Bonelli, 1810) and the decapod family 
name DROMIIDAE De Haan, 1833 (type genus Dromia Weber, 1795) is removed by 
changing the spelling of the senior homonym, and that the entire generic name of 
Dromius is used to form the name DROMIUSIDAE Bonelli, 1810. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Insecta; Coleoptera; Crustacea; Brachyura; 
Caraboidea; DROMIIDAE; DROMIUSIDAE; Dromius; Dromia; Dromius quadrimaculatus. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that for the purposes of Article 29 
of the Code the stem of the generic name Dromius Bonelli, 1810 is DRomtIus-. 

(2) The name Dromius Bonelli, 1810 (gender: masculine), type species by subse- 
quent designation by Hope (1838) Carabus quadrimaculatus Linnaeus, 1758, is 
hereby placed on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology (Coleoptera). 

(3) The name quadrimaculatus Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen 
Carabus quadrimaculatus, the specific name of the type species of Dromius 
Bonelli, 1810, is hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names in 
Zoology (Coleoptera). 

(4) The name DRomiusIDAE Bonelli, 1810, type genus Dromius Bonelli, 1810, 
(spelling emended by the ruling in (1) above) is hereby placed on the Official 
List of Family-Group Names in Zoology (Coleoptera). 

(5) The name DRommpDAE Bonelli, 1810 (an incorrect original spelling of DROMIUsI- 
DAE, as ruled in (1) above) is hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected 
and Invalid Family-Group Names in Zoology (Coleoptera). 


History of Case 3291 

An application to remove homonymy between the beetle family name DROMIDAE 
Bonelli, 1810 (type genus Dromius Bonelli, 1810) and the decapod family name 
DROMIIDAE De Haan, 1833 (type genus Dromia Weber, 1795) by changing the spelling 
of the senior homonym was received from Thierry Deuve and Daniele Guinot 
(Muséum national d Histoire naturelle, 75005 Paris, France) and Jean-Marie 
Bouchard (J1 rue Caulaincourt, 75018 Paris, France) on 1 July 2003. After 
correspondence the case was published in BZN 61: 225-231 (December 2004). The 
title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. 
No comments on this case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On 1 December 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 228-229. At the close of the voting period on | 
March 2006 the votes were as follows: 
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Affirmative votes: — 17: Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, Halliday, 
Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, 
Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes: — 2: Alonso-Zarazaga and Minelli. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 

Voting against, Alonso-Zarazaga commented: ‘I consider that the reasons given by 
the authors of the application to amend the oldest name are weak and the implication 
of including the name HOMOLODROMIIDAE in the problem is just a subterfuge. 
Consequently, I vote against. Changing the oldest name (which has precedence) 1s 
more destabilising than changing the single junior Crustacean family name (the other 
cited names must not be modified). I propose instead that the junior Crustacean 
family name is spelled DROMIAIDAE, making the stem of the type genus DROMIA-’. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists and an Official 

Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 

DROMIIDAE Bonelli, 1810, Observations entomologiques. Premiére Partie, tabula synoptica, 
unnumbered page. 

Dromius Bonelli, 1810, Observations entomologiques. Premiere Partie, tabula synoptica, 
unnumbered page. 

DROMIUSIDAE Bonelli, 1810, Observations entomologiques. Premiére Partie, tabula synoptica, 
unnumbered page. 

quadrimaculatus, Carabus, Linnaeus, 1758, Systema Naturae, Ed. 10, vol. 1, p. 416. 


The following is the reference for the designation of quadrimaculatus, Carabus, Linnaeus, 
1758 as the type species of Dromius Bonelli, 1810: 


Hope, F.W. 1838. The Coleopterist’s Manual, part 2, p. 63. 
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OPINION 2150 (Case 3317) 


Scarabaeus arenarius Olivier, 1789 (currently Aphodius arenarius) and 
Scarabaeus fasciatus Olivier, 1789 (currently Aphodius fasciatus) 
(Insecta, Coleoptera): specific names conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the specific names of the scarab beetles 
Aphodius. fasciatus (Olivier, 1789) and A. arenarius (Olivier, 1789) are conserved by a 
ruling that these names are not invalid by reason of being junior primary homonyms 
of Trichius fasciatus (Linnaeus, 1758) and Aegialia arenarius (Fabricius, 1787) 
respectively. The Commission has also suppressed the name Scarabaeus putridus 
Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; SCARABAEIDAE; APHODIINAE; AEGI- 
ALIINAE; TRICHIINAE; Aphodius arenarius; Aphodius fasciatus; dung beetles. 


Ruling 
(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that: 


(3 


wa 


wa 


(a) the specific name putridus Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785, as published in the 
binomen Scarabaeus putridus, is suppressed for the purposes of the 
Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of Homonymy; 

(b) the following specific names are not invalid: 

Qj) fasciatus Olivier, 1789, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus 
fasciatus, by reason of being a junior primary homonym of Scara- 
baeus fasciatus Linnaeus, 1758; 

(li) arenarius Olivier, 1789, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus 
arenarius, by reason of being a junior primary homonym of Scara- 
baeus arenarius Fabricius, 1787. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) fasciatus Olivier, 1789, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus fasciatus 
(not invalid by reason of being a junior primary homonym of Scarabaeus 
fasciatus Linnaeus, 1758 as ruled in (1)(b)(G) above); 

(b) arenarius Fabricius, 1787, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus 
arenarius; 

(c) arenarius Olivier, 1789, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus arenarius 
(not invalid by reason of being a junior primary homonym of Scarabaeus 
arenarius Fabricius, 1787 as ruled in (1)(b)(ii) above); 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected and 

Invalid Specific Names in Zoology: 

(a) putridus Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785, as published in the binomen Scara- 
baeus putridus and as suppressed in (1)(a) above; 

(b) putridus Herbst, 1789, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus putridus (a 
junior primary homonym of Scarabaeus putridus Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 
1785); 
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(c) putridus Sturm, 1805, as published in the binomen Aphodius putridus (a 
junior homonym of Scarabaeus putridus Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785); 

(d) fasciatus Fabricius, 1801, as published in the binomen Aphodius fasciatus (a 
junior homonym of Scarabaeus fasciatus Olivier, 1789). 


History of Case 3295 

An application to conserve the specific names of Scarabaeus arenarius Olivier, 
1789 and Scarabaeus fasciatus Olivier, 1789 was received from Frank-Thorsten 
Krell (Natural History Museum, Cromwell Road, London, SW7 5BD, U.K.) on 
13 January 2004. After correspondence the case was published in BZN 61: 232-240 
(December 2004). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the 
Commission’s website. No comments on this case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On 1 December 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 235-236. At the close of the voting period on 
1 March 2006 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: — 18: Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, Halliday, 
Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Nielsen, Papp, 
Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative vote: — 1: Alonso-Zarazaga. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 

Voting against, Alonso-Zarazaga commented that he regarded the application as 
premature, and that more information on the identity of type specimens was needed. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List and an 
Official Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 


arenarius, Scarabaeus, Fabricius, 1787, Mantissa insectorum sistens eorum species nuper 
detectas adiectis characteribus genericis, differentilis specificis, emendationibus, observa- 
tionibus, p. 11. 

arenarius, Scarabaeus, Olivier, 1789, Entomologie, ou Histoire Naturelle des Insectes, avec leurs 
caractéres génériques et spécifiques, leur description, leur synonymie, et leur figure 
enluminée. Coléoptéres. 1, Scarabé, p. 96. 

fasciatus, Aphodius, Fabricius, 1801, Systema Eleutheratorum secundum Ordines, Genera, 
Species adiectis Synonymis, Locis, Observationibus, Descriptionibus, part 1, p. 68. 

fasciatus, Scarabaeus, Olivier, 1789, Entomologie, ou Histoire Naturelle des Insectes, avec leurs 
caractéres génériques et spécifiques, leur description, leur synonymie, et leur figure 
enluminée. Coléoptéres. 1, Scarabé, p. 90. 

putridus, Aphodius, Sturm, 1805, Deutschlands Fauna in Abbildungen nach der Natur mit 
Beschreibungen. V. Abtheilung. Die Insecten. Erstes Bandchen. Kafer, p. 125. 

putridus, Scarabaeus, Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785, Entomologia Parisiensis; sive Catalogus 
Insectorum quae in Agro Parisiensi reperiuntur; Secundum methodum Geoffraeanam in 
sectiones, genera & species distributus: Cus addita sunt nomina trivialia & fere trecentae 
novae Species. Pars Prima, p. 12. 

putridus, Scarabaeus, Herbst, 1789, Natursystem aller bekannten in- und ausldndischen Insekten, 
als eine Fortsetzung der von Biiffonschen Naturgeschichte. Nach dem System des Ritters von 
Linné und Fabricius zu bearbeiten angefangen von Carl Gustav Jablonsky. Der Kafer 
zweyter Theil, p. 160f. 
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OPINION 2151 (Case 3295) 


Eterusia cingala Moore, 1877 (Insecta, Lepidoptera): specific name 
conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the specific name Eterusia cingala Moore, 
1877 is conserved for a common zygaenid moth pest of tea in Asia, the larvae of 
which are known as ‘tea slugs’. The older name Eterusia aedea septentrionicola Felder 
& Felder, 1862 is a senior subjective synonym of E. cingala, but has not been 
catalogued or used since 1862. The name E. cingala is conserved by the suppression 
of E. septentrionicola. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Eterusia; Eterusia cingala; tea slug; Asia. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that the name septentrionicola 
Felder & Felder, 1862, as published in the trinomen Eterusia aedea septentri- 
onicola, is suppressed for the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for 
those of the Principle of Homonymy. 

(2) The name cingala Moore, 1877, as published in the binomen Eferusia cingala, 
is hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology. 

(3) The name septentrionicola Felder & Felder, 1862, as published in the trinomen 
Eterusia aedea septentrionicola and as suppressed in (1) above, is hereby placed 
on the Official Index of-Specific Names in Zoology. 


History of Case 3295 

An application to conserve the specific name of Eterusia cingala Moore, 1877, 
threatened by the senior subjective synonym Eterusia aedea septentrionicola Felder & 
Felder, 1862, was received from Shen-Horn Yen (National Sun Yat-Sen University, 
Kaohsiung 804, Taiwan) on 17 July 2003. After correspondence the case was 
published in BZN 62: 18-20 (March 2005). The title, abstract and keywords of the 
case were published on the Commission’s website. One comment supporting the 
application was published in BZN 62: 153. 


Decision of the Commission 

On 1 December 2005 the members-of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 19. At the close of the voting period on 1 March 2006 
the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: — 17: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Muinelli, 
Nielsen, Papp, Patterson and Stys. 

Negative votes: — 2: Rosenberg and van Tol. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List and an 
Official Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
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cingala, Eterusia, Moore, 1877, Annals & Magazine of Natural History, (4)20: 343. 
septentrionicola, Eterusia aedea, Felder & Felder, 1862, Wiener Entomologische Monatschrift, 
6: 32. 
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OPINION 2152 (Case 3320) 


Papilio sapho Drury, 1782 (Insecta, Lepidoptera): specific name 
conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the specific name Papilio sapho Drury, 1782 
(currently Heliconius sapho) (NYMPHALIDAE) 1s conserved for a species of brush-footed 
butterflies inhabiting the Neotropics. The name has been in use for more than 
220 years, but is a junior primary homonym of Papilio sappho Pallas, 1771 (currently 
Neptis sappho) which belongs to a different subfamily inhabiting the Palaearctic. Both 
names are in common and widespread use, and the Commission has ruled that P. 
sapho Drury is not invalid by reason of being a junior primary homonym of P. sappho 
Pallas. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Lepidoptera; NYMPHALIDAE; Heliconius; Heli- 
conius sapho; Neptis sappho; Neotropics; Palaearctic; brush-footed butterflies. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that the specific name sapho Drury, 
1782, as published in the binomen Papilio sapho, is not invalid by reason of 
being a junior primary homonym of Papilio sappho Pallas, 1771. 

(2) The entry on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology for Heliconius 
Kluk is hereby emended to record that the date of publication was 1780 and 
not 1802. 

(3) The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 
in Zoology: 

(a) sappho Pallas, 1771, as published in the binomen Papilio sappho; 

(b) sapho Drury, 1782, as published in the binomen Papilio sapho (ruled in (1) 
above to be not invalid by reason of being a junior primary homonym of 
Papilio sappho Pallas, 1771). 

(4) The entry on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology for charithonia 
Linnaeus, 1767, as published in the binomen Papilio charithonia, 1s hereby 
emended to record that it is the type species of Heliconius Kluk, 1780 and not 
1802. 

(5) The entries for the following names on the Official Index of Rejected and 
Invalid Generic Names in Zoology are hereby emended to record that the date 
of publication of Heliconius Kluk was 1780 and not 1802: 

(a) Heliconius Latreille, 1804; 

(b) Heliconia Godart, 1819; 

(c) Apostraphia Hubner, 1816. 


History of Case 3295 

An application to conserve the specific name of Papilio sapho Drury, 1782 was 
received from Gerardo Lamas (Museo de Historia Natural, Universidad Nacional 
Mayor de San Marcos, Lima-14, Peru) and James L.B. Mallet (Department of 
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Biology, University College London, London NW1 2HE, U.K.) on | June 2004. After 
correspondence the case was published in BZN 62: 21-24 (March 2005). The title, 
abstract and’-keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. No 
comments on this case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | December 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 22. At the close of the voting period on 1 March 2006 
the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: — 18: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Nielsen, 
Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes: — none. 

Lamas abstained as an author of the Application. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on, and emendments made to, 
Official Lists and an Official Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 


Apostraphia Hubner, 1816, Verzeichniss bekannter Schmettlinge, 1: 13. 

charithonia, Papilio, Linnaeus, 1767, Systema Naturae, Ed. 12, vol. 1, p. 757. 

Heliconia Godart, 1819, Encyclopédie Méthodique, vol. 9, p. 203. 

Heliconius Kluk, 1780, Zwierzat domowych i dzikich, osobliwie kraiowych, historyi naturalney 
poczatki i gospodarstwo, vol. 4, p. 82. 

Heliconius Latreille, 1804, Nouveau Dictionnaire d'Histoire Naturelle, vol. 24, pp. 185, 199. 

sapho, Papilio, Drury, 1782, Illustrations of Natural History. Wherein are exhibited upwards of 
two hundred figures of exotic insects, vol. 3, p. 54. 

sappho, Papilio, Pallas, 1771, Reise durch verschiedene Provinzen des russischen Reichs. Erster 
Theil, p. 471. 
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OPINION 2153 (Case 3259) 


Eristalis Latreille, 1804 (Insecta, Diptera): confirmation that the 
gender is feminine; Musca nemorum Linnaeus, 1758, M. arbustorum 
Linnaeus, 1758 and M. horticola De Geer, 1776 (currently Eristalis 
nemorum, E. arbustorum and E. horticola): usage of the specific names 
conserved by the designation of neotypes 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the gender of the generic name Eristalis 
Latreille, 1804 is feminine, and that the long established usage of the specific names 
Eristalis nemorum (Linnaeus, 1758), E. arbustorum (Linnaeus, 1758) and E. horticola 
(De Geer, 1776) is conserved by the designation of neotypes. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Diptera; syRPHIDAE; Eristalis; Eristalis arbus- 
torum; Eristalis nemorum; Eristalis horticola; bee-mimic hoverflies. 


Ruling 
(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that: 
(a) the gender of the nominal genus Eristalis is feminine; 
(b) all previous type fixations for the following nominal species are set aside 
and neotypes designated as stated: 

(i) Musca arbustorum Linnaeus, 1758, the male specimen labelled Lpm, 
Sorsele, 10/8/58, leg. S. Gaunitz, R. Dahl Coll., BM 1997-740 
designated as the neotype; 

(ii) Musca nemorum Linnaeus, 1758, the male specimen labelled Sweden, 
Vstm, Nora district, Klacka Lerberg, 22.vi.1986, in horse paddock, 
leg. A.C. Pont, ‘Er. interrupta (Poda) T.R. Nielsen det.’ designated 
as the neotype; 

(iii) Musca horticola De Geer, 1776, the male specimen labelled Sweden, 
Sk, Hoor Lilldbukten, 2.vii.1980, leg. A.C. Pont, ‘Eristalis horticola 
Deg. det. Tore Nielsen’ designated as the neotype. 

(2) The entry on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology for the name 
Eristalis Latreille, 1804 is hereby amended to indicate that its gender is 
feminine. : 

(3) The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 
in Zoology: 

(a) arbustorum Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Musca arbustorum 
and as defined by the neotype designated in (1)(b)(i) above; 

(b) nemorum Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Musca nemorum and 
as defined by the neotype designated in (1)(b)(ii) above; 

(c) horticola De Geer, 1776, as published in the binomen Musca horticola and 
as defined by the neotype designated in (1)(b)(i1i) above. 


History of Case 3294 
An application to confirm that the gender of the generic name Eristalis Latreille, 
1804 is feminine and to maintain long-established usage of the specific names Musca 
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nemorum Linnaeus, 1758, M. arbustorum Linnaeus, 1758 and M. horticola De Geer, 
1776 by designating neotypes was received from Peter J. Chandler (Berryfield Lane, 
Melksham, Wiltshire, U.K.), Andrew Wakeham-Dawson (Mill Laine Farm, Offham, 
East Sussex, U.K.) and Angus McCullough (108 Addison Gardens, London, U.K.) on 
8 December 2002. After correspondence the case was published in BZN 61: 241-245 
(December 2004). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the 
Commission’s website. No comments were received on this application. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | December 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 244. At the close of the voting period on 1 March 
2006 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: — 18: Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, Halliday, 
Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Muinelli, Nielsen, Papp, 
Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes — 1: Alonso-Zarazaga. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 

Voting against, Alonso-Zarazaga explained that he did not accept the evidence 
that the name of the nominal genus Eristal/is Latreille, 1804 was feminine. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists by the ruling 
in the present Opinion: 


arbustorum, Musca, Linnaeus, 1758, Systema Naturae, Ed. 10, vol. 1, p. 591. 

Eristalis Latreille, 1804, Nouveau dictionnaire d’histoire naturelle, 24 (sect. 3), p. 194. 
horticola, Musca, De Geer, 1776, Mémoires pour servir a l'histoire des Insectes, vol. 6, p. 140. 
nemorum, Musca, Linnaeus, 1758, Systema Naturae, Ed. 10, vol. 1, p. 591. 
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OPINION 2154 (Case 3290) 


Platystrophia King, 1850 (Brachiopoda, Orthida): usage conserved by 
designation of Porambonites costata Pander, 1830 as the type species 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the usage of the name Platystrophia King, 
1850 for a genus of fossil brachiopods of Ordovician — Silurian age is conserved by 
the designation of Platystrophia costata Pander, 1830 as the type species. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Brachiopoda; Orthida; Platystrophia; Platy- 
strophia costata; fossil brachiopods; Ordovician; Silurian. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that all previous fixations of type 
species for the nominal genus Platystrophia King, 1850 are set aside and 
Porambonites costata Pander, 1830 is designated as the type species. 

(2) The name Platystrophia King, 1850 (gender: feminine), type species by 
designation in (1) above Porambonites costata Pander, 1830, is hereby placed 
on the Official Lists of Generic Names in Zoology. 

(3) The name costata Pander, 1830, as published in the binomen Porambonites 
costata (specific name of the type species of Platystrophia King, 1850) and as 
defined by the neotype designated by Zuykov, 1999, is hereby placed on the 
Official List of Specific Names in Zoology 


History of Case 3290 

An application to conserve the usage of the name Platystrophia King, 1850 for a 
genus of fossil brachiopods of Ordovician — Silurian age was received from 
M.A. Zuykov (Department of Palaeontology, St. Petersburg State University, 
St. Petersburg, Russia) and D.A.T. Harper (Geological Museum, Copenhagen, 
Denmark) on 3 June 2003. After correspondence the case was published in BZN 61: 
246-250 (December 2004). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were pub- 
lished on the Commission’s website. No comments were received on this application. 
Decision of the Commission 

On | December 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 249. At the close of the voting period on 1 March 
2006 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: — 18: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Brothers, Calder, Fortey, 
Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Nielsen, 
Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes: — none. 

Bouchet abstained. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 

Abstaining, Bouchet commented that he would have liked ‘prevailing usage’ to 
have been better documented. 
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Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List and an 
Official Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 


costata, Porambonites, Pander, 1830, Beitrdge zur Geognosie des russischen Reiches, p. 96. 
Platystrophia King, 1850, A monograph of the Permian Fossils of England, p. 106. 


The following is the reference for the designation of one of the specimens from Pander’s 1845 
collection from the Pulkova River, probably from the Kunda Stage, Obukhovo Formation, as 
the neotype of Porambonites costata Pander, 1830: 


Zuykov, M.A. 1999. Proceedings of the Estonian Academy of Sciences, 48(4): 200. 
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OPINION 2155 (Case 3235) 


Sclerocrinus Jaekel, 1891 (Crinoidea, Cyrtocrinida): not conserved; 
priority maintained for Gammarocrinites Quenstedt, 1857 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that priority should be maintained for the 
generic name Gammarocrinites Quenstedt, 1857 for a group of fossil (Upper Jurassic 
(Oxfordian)-Lower Cretaceous (Valanginian)) crinoids. The name Sclerocrinus 
Jaekel, 1891 is not given precedence over the senior name whenever the two are 
considered to be synonyms. The two names have been used indiscriminately for the 
same taxon. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; SCLEROCRINIDAE; Gammarocrinites; Sclero- 
crinus; Gammarocrinites compressus; Sclerocrinus strambergensis; fossil crinoids; 
Upper Jurassic-Lower Cretaceous; Europe. 


Ruling 

(1) It is hereby ruled that the name Gammarocrinites Quenstedt, 1857 retains 
priority over the name Sclerocrinus Jaekel, 1891 whenever the two are 
considered to be synonyms. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Generic Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) Gammarocrinites Quenstedt, 1857 (gender: masculine), type species by 
subsequent designation by Rasmussen (1978) Eugeniacrinites compressus 
Goldfuss, 1829; 

(b) Sclerocrinus Jaekel, 1891 (gender: masculine), type species by subsequent 
designation by Rasmussen (1961) S. strambergensis, Jaekel, 1891. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) compressus Goldfuss, 1829, as published in the binomen Eugeniacrinites 
compressus (specific name of the type species of Gammarocrinites Quenst- 
edt, 1857); 

(b) strambergensis Jaekel, 189], as published in the binomen Sclerocrinus 
strambergensis (specific name of the type species of Sclerocrinus Jaekel, 
1891). i 


@ 


7 


— 
Ww 
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History of Case 3291 

An application to conserve the generic name Sc/erocrinus Jaekel, 1891 for a group 
of fossil (Upper Jurassic (Oxfordian)-Lower Cretaceous (Valanginian)) crinoids by 
giving it precedence over the name Gammarocrinites Quenstedt, 1857 whenever the 
two are considered to be synonyms was received from H. Hess (Naturhistorisches 
Museum Basel, Basel, Switzerland) on 28 February 2002. After correspondence the 
case was published in BZN 61: 251-253 (December 2004). The title, abstract and 
keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. No comments on 
this case were received. 
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Decision of the Commission 

On 1 December 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 252. At the close of the voting period on | March 
2006 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: — 9: Bock, Fortey, Halliday, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, 
Mawatari, Nielsen and Papp. 

Negative votes: — 10: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, Kerzhner, 
Minelli, Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 

Voting against, Alonso-Zarazaga, Bouchet, Brothers and Stys said that they did 
not consider that the case for reversed precedence had been made. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists by the ruling 
given in the present Opinion: 


compressus, Eugeniacrinites, Goldfuss, 1829, Petrefacta Germaniae, Bd. 1, Lief. 2, p. 164. 

Gammarocrinites Quenstedt, 1857, Der Jura, Lief. 4, p. 654. 

Sclerocrinus Jaekel, 1891, Zeitschrift der Deutschen geologischen Gesellschaft, 43: 621. 

strambergensis, Sclerocrinus, Jaekel, 1891, Zeitschrift der Deutschen geologischen Gesellschaft, 
43: 623. 


The following is the reference for the designation of Eugeniacrinites compressus Goldfuss, 
1829 as the type species of Gammarocrinites Quenstedt, 1857: 
Rasmussen, H.W. 1978. Treatise on Invertebrate Paleontology, Part T, Echinodermata 2, 
vol. 3, p. T831. 
The following is the reference for the designation of Sclerocrinus strambergensis Jaekel, 1891 
as the type species of Sclerocrinus Jaekel, 1891: 


Rasmussen, H.W. 1961. Biologiske Skrifter udgivet af Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes 
Selskab, 12: 217. 
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INFORMATION AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR AUTHORS 


The following notes are primarily for those preparing applications to the Com- 
mission; other authors should comply with the relevant sections. Applications should 
be prepared in the format of recent parts of the Bulletin; manuscripts not prepared 
in accordance with these guidelines may be returned. 


General. Applications are requests to the Commission to set aside or modify the 
Code’s provisions as they relate to a particular name or group of names when this 
appears to be in the interest of stability of nomenclature. Authors submitting cases 
should regard themselves as acting on behalf of the zoological community and the 
Commission will treat all applications on this basis. Applicants should discuss their 
cases with other workers in the same field before submitting applications, so that they 
are aware of any wider implications and the likely reactions of other zoologists. 


Text. Typed in double spacing, this should consist of numbered paragraphs setting 
out the details of the case and leading to a final paragraph of formal proposals to the 
Commission. Text references should give dates and pages in parentheses, e.g. ‘Daudin 
(1800, p. 49) described ...’. The Abstract will be prepared by the Commission’s 
Secretariat. 


References. These should be given for all authors cited. Where possible, ten or more 
reasonably recent references should be given illustrating the usage of names which are 
to be conserved or given precedence over older names. The title of periodicals should 
be in full and in italics; numbers of volumes, parts, etc. should be in arabic figures, 
separated by a colon from page numbers. Book titles should be in italics and followed 
by the number of pages and plates, the publisher and place of publication. More 
detailed instructions on the preparation of references are given in BZN 59: 159-160. 


Submission of Application. One copy should be sent to: Executive Secretary, the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, c/o The Natural History 
Museum, Cromwell Road, London SW7 5BD, U.K. It would help to reduce the time 
it takes to process the large number of applications received if the typescript could be 
accompanied by a disk with copy in IBM PC compatible format, or the script sent via 
e-mail to ‘iczn@nhm.ac.uk’ within the message or as an attachment (disks and 
attachments to be in Word, rtf or ASCII text). It would also be helpful if applications 
were accompanied by photocopies of-relevant pages of the main references where this 
is possible. 


The Commission’s Secretariat is very willing to advise on all aspects of the 
formulation of an application. 
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Notices 


(1) Applications and correspondence relating to applications to the Commission 
should be sent to the Executive Secretary at the address given on the inside of the 
front cover and on the Commission website. English is the official language of the 
Bulletin. Please take careful note of instructions to authors (present in a one or two 
page form in each volume) as incorrectly formatted applications will be returned to 
authors for revision. The Commission’s Secretariat will answer general nomencla- 
tural (as opposed to purely taxonomic) enquiries and assist with the formulation of 
applications. As far as it can, the Secretariat will check the main nomenclatural 
references in applications. Correspondence should be by e-mail to ‘iczn@nhm.ac.uk’ 
where possible. 

(2) The Commission votes on applications eight months after they have been 
published, although this period is normally extended to enable comments to be 
submitted. Comments for publication relating to applications (either in support or 
against, or offering alternative solutions) should be submitted as soon as possible. 
Comments may be edited. 

(3) Requests for help and advice on the Code can be made direct to the 
Commission and other interested parties via the Internet. Membership of the 
Commission’s Discussion List is free of charge. You can subscribe and find out more 
about the list at http://list.afriherp.org/mailman/listinfo/iczn-list. 

(4) The Commission also welcomes the submission of general-interest articles on 
nomenclatural themes or nomenclatural notes on particular issues. These may deal 
with taxonomy, but should be mainly nomenclatural in content. Articles and notes 
should be sent to the Executive Secretary. 


New applications to the Commission 


The following new applications have been received since the last issue of the 
Bulletin (volume 63, part 2, 30 June 2006) went to press. Under Article 82 of 
the Code, existing usage of names in the applications is to be maintained until the 
Commission’s rulings on the applications (the Opinions) have been published. 


CASE 3382: Mystus Scopoli, 1777 (Osteichthyes, Siluriformes): proposed conser- 
vation of usage by designation of Bagrus halepensis Valenciennes in Cuvier & 
Valenciennes, 1840 as the type species. M. Kottelat & H.H. Ng. 


CASE 3383: Gobius lagocephalus Pallas, 1770 (currently Sicyopterus lagocephalus; 
Teleostei, GOBIDAE): proposed suppression of the specific name. W.L. Smith & J.S. 
Sparks. 


CASE 3384: Paleoparadoxia tabatai Tokunaga, 1939 (Mammalia, Desmostylia): 
proposed conservation by fixation of a neotype. Y. Hasegawa & N. Kohno. 
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CASE 3385: Termes serratus Froggatt, 1898 (currently Microcerotermes serratus) 
and Termes serrula Desneux, 1904 (currently Microcerotermes serrula) (Insecta, 
Isoptera, TERMITINAE): proposed conservation of the specific names. D.T. Jones. 

CASE 3386: Pseudocoenia dOrbigny, 1850 and Pseudocoenia bernardina 
d’Orbigny, 1850 (Coelenterata, Scleractinia): proposed conservation by designation 
of a lectotype of the type species. H. Loser. 

CASE 3387: Cancer setosus Fabricius, 1798 (currently Pseudograpsus setosus; 
Crustacea, Decapoda): proposed replacement of the syntype by a neotype. N.K. Ng 
& P.K.L. Ng. 

CASE 3388: Buprestis angustula Mliger, 1803 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed 
precedence of the specific name over that of Buprestis pavida Fabricius, 1793. E. 
Jendek. 

CASE 3389: Heterocarpus gibbosus Bate, 1888 (Crustacea, Decapoda, PANDALI- 
DAE): proposed replacement of the holotype by a neotype. X. Li, T.-Y. Chan & 
P.K.L. Ng. 

CASE 3390: Archaeopteryx lithographica von Meyer, 1861: proposed conservation 
of usage by designation of a neotype. W.J. Bock. 

CASE 3391: 1xopIDAE Bonaparte, 1838 (Aves, Passeriformes): proposed emend- 
ment of spelling to IxOsIDAE to remove homonymy with 1xoDIDAE C.L. Koch, 1844 
(Acari, Parasitiformes). W.J. Bock & J.E. Keirans. 

CASE 3392: Hemerobius elegans Stephens, 1836 (currently Sympherobius elegans) 
and Hemerobius elegans Guérin-Meéneville, 1844 (currently Berchmansus elegans) 
(Insecta, Neuroptera): proposed conservation of the specific names. J.D. Oswald. 

CASE 3393: Dactylozodes Chevrolat, 1838 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed con- 
servation of usage. C.L. Bellamy & T.M. Rodriguez. 

CASE 3394: Etisus H. Milne Edwards, 1834, and Chlorodiella Rathbun, 1897 
(Crustacea, Decapoda, Brachyura). Proposed conservation of the generic names by 
suppression of the generic name Clorodius A.G. Desmarest, 1823. P.K.L. Ng & 
L.B. Holthuis. 
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Case 3343 


Gigantopecten Rovereto, 1899 and Lissochlamys Sacco, 1897 
(Mollusca, Bivalvia, PECTINIDAE): proposed conservation 


Thomas R. Waller 


Department of Paleobiology, National Museum of Natural History, 
Smithsonian Institution, PO Box 37012, Washington, D.C. 20013-7012, 
U.S.A. (e-mail: wallert@si.edu) 


Madeleine Bongrain 
rue de la Pachére, 64260 Arudy, France (e-mail: madeleine.bongrain@yahoo.fr) 


Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the names Gigantopecten Rovereto, 1899 and Lissochlamys Sacco, 1897 for 
two genera of Neogene scallops (PECTINIDAE) by suppression of their senior objective 
synonyms, Macrochlamis Sacco, 1897 and Lissochlamis Sacco, 1897 respectively. 
Gigantopecten is a replacement name for Macrochlamys Sacco, 1897 which 1s a junior 
homonym of the gastropod name Macrochlamys Benson, 1832. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Mollusca; Bivalvia; PECTINIDAE; Macrochlamys; 
Macrochlamis; Lissochlamys; Lissochlamis; Gigantopecten; Gigantopecten latissimus; 
Lissochlamys excisa; Cenozoic; Neogene; Europe. 


1. The names Macrochlamis Sacco, 1897a (11 June) (p. 101) and Lissochlamis 
Sacco, 1897a (p. 102) were first introduced for two subgenera of scallops (family 
PECTINIDAE). In this work Sacco listed the taxa that he expected to include in a 
forthcoming part of his extensive series of monographs under the same title and 
therefore did not include descriptions, illustrations, or bibliographic references. The 
type species of Macrochlamis was given as Ostrea latissima Brocchi, 1814 (p. 101) and 
that for Lissochlamis as Pecten excisus Bronn, 1831 (p. 102). Because a type species 
and included species were listed for each name, these names are available under 
Article 12.2.5 of the Code. 

2. The spellings of Macrochlamis and Lissochlamis were changed to Macrochlamys 
and Lissochlamys Sacco (1897b (30 December), pp. 32, 46) in a monograph with the 
same title and part numbers as published in the preceding Bolletino article (Sacco, 
1897a). Although the monograph contains taxonomic descriptions, illustrations, and 
bibliographic references, there was no mention of the spellings ‘Macrochlamis’ and 
‘Lissochlamis’ that appeared in the Bollettino, nor was reference to the Bollettino 
article provided. However, the monograph clearly introduced some substantial 
changes. Several varietal names were introduced that did not appear in the 
1897a listing, and the subgeneric name Chlamys (Felipes) Locard in Carus, 1889, 
that appeared in Sacco (1897a, p. 101), was replaced by Chlamys (Manupecten) 
Monterosato, 1889 in Sacco (1897b, p. 36). Sacco (1897c (31 December), pp. 15-19) 
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published a note in which he again used the subgeneric names Chlamys 
(Macrochlamys) and Chlamys (Lissochlamys) spelled with a ‘y’. 

3. Rovereto (1899, p. 90) recognized that the name Macrochlamys Sacco, then in 
use, 1S a junior homonym of Macrochlamys Benson, 1832 (Gastropoda) and 
introduced the replacement name Gigantopecten for Sacco’s subgenus. Later, 
Sacco (1904, p. 143) ratified Rovereto’s (1899) action by recognizing the name 
Gigantopecten. Ugolini (1906, p. 187) was apparently the first palaeontologist, 
other than Sacco, to accept Rovereto’s (1899) action. In defining the subgenus 
Gigantopecten Ugolini expanded the diagnosis of the subgenus Macrochlamys given 
by Sacco (1897b). 

4. Hertlein (1969, p. N358), in the Treatise on Invertebrate Paleontology, followed 
_by Vokes (1980, p. 229), used the subgeneric name Chlamys (Macrochlamis) Sacco, 
1897a, including Macrochlamys Sacco, 1897b and Gigantopecten Rovereto, 1899 in 
its synonymy without discussion. Nevertheless, these actions provided for a con- 
tinuing division among palaeontologists as to whether this taxon should be named 
Gigantopecten or Macrochlamis. Both authors also regarded Lissochlamis as the 
correct original spelling and Lissochlamys as a junior objective synonym. 

5. Since 1969, only a few authors have discussed (rather than merely listed) the 
alternative names for these European genera. Malatesta (1974, p. 52) wrote forcefully 
in favour of the name Gigantopecten emphasizing that the name Macrochlamis could 
not be typographically correct because Macrochlamys is a composite word using the 
pre-existing word Chlamys. He concluded that to stabilize the name on the basis of 
priority rather than a spelling error seemed contrary to logic. Freneix et al. (1987, 
p. 32) agreed with Malatesta (1974) and raised Gigantopecten to generic rank, 
advocating that Lissochlamis should also be automatically emended to Lissochlamys. 
However, Smith (1991, p. 72) argued in favour of the original spelling Macrochlamis 
over Macrochlamys on the basis of priority. Marshall (1991, p. 111) reviewed the 
dates of Sacco’s publications and regarded the use of ‘chlamis’ in the names 
Macrochlamis and Lissochlamis to have been an incorrect transliteration of the Greek 
word ‘chlamys’ rather than an orthographic error. Because incorrect transliterations 
are not subject to automatic emendation (see Article 32.5.1) Marshall concluded that 
Macrochlamys and Lissochlamys were unjustified emendations. Most European 
palaeontologists, however, have not accepted this interpretation. In a sample of 
publications of the past 20 years, we counted 12 that used the name Macrochlamis 
(Studencka & Studencki, 1988; Marshall, 1991; Smith, 1991; Nevesskaya et al., 1993; 
Pedley & Grasso, 1994; Vera-Pelaez et al., 1995; Dulai, 1996; Roetzel et al., 1999; 
Mandic & Piller, 2001; Gorka, 2002; Harzhauser et al., 2003; Mandic, 2004), eight 
that used Macrochlamys (Atanackovic, 1985; Andrés Galache & de Porta Vernet, 
1987; Caretto, 1987; Ctyroky, 1987; Dermitzakis & Georgiades-Dikeoulia, 1987; 
Blondel & Demarcq, 1990; Mikuz, 1998; Schultz, 1998), and 48 that used the name 
Gigantopecten (Barrier et al., 1987; Bongrain, 1987, 1988a, 1988b, 1992, 1993, 1995, 
2003; Ben Moussa et al., 1987, 1988, 1989; Ctyroky, 1987; Dermitzakis & 
Georgiades-Dikeoulia, 1987; Freneix et al., 1987; Moissette, 1988; Cavelier, 1989; 
Philippe & Savay-Guerraz, 1989; Blondel & Demarcq, 1990; Demarcgq, 1990a, 1990b, 
1992; Demarcq & Schoepfer, 1990; Ben Moussa & Demarcgq, 1992; Leone et al., 1992; 
Folliot et al., 1993; Ben Moussa, 1994; Civis et al., 1994; Pfister & Wegmiiller, 1994; 
Studencka, 1994; Aguirre et al., 1996; Duranthon & Cahuzac, 1997; Cahuzac & 
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Cluzaud, 1998; Cardenas, 1998; Chira, 1998; Ginsburg et al., 1998; Mikuz, 1998, 
2002; Studencka et al., 1998; Cahuzac & Tassy, 1999; Cahuzac & Turpin, 1999; Chaix 
et al., 1999: Monegatti & Raffi, 2001; Schultz, 2001; Lacour et al., 2002; Aguirre & 
Yesares Garcia, 2003; Courville & Bongrain, 2003; Santos et al., 2003; Martin et al., 
2004). Although we shall not list the additional references, our search of the literature 
from 1897 to present thus far has found usages as follows: Macrochlamis (20), 
Macrochlamys (36) and Gigantopecten (73). Clearly, stability of nomenclature has 
been compromised. 

6. In order to conserve the current usage of the name Gigantopecten Rovereto, 
1899, for a common European Neogene pectinid bivalve, we propose under 
Article 23.9.3 the suppression of the name Macrochlamis Sacco, 1897a. Because 
Macrochlamys Sacco is a junior homonym of Macrochlamys Benson, 1832, the 
replacement name Gigantopecten Rovereto, 1899 will be conserved. Because it is an 
exactly analogous case, we also propose under Article 23.9.3 suppressing the name 
Lissochlamis in order to conserve the name Lissochlamys. Our records indicate 
that in the past 20 years, Lissochlamis has been used eight times (Schein-Fatton, 
1988; Schein, 1989; Carter, 1990; Marshall, 1991; Gonzalez Delgado et al., 1999; 
Schultz, 2001; Dijkstra & Goud, 2002; Schein, 2006) and Lissochlamys has been 
used seven times (Andrés, 1986; Andrés Galache & de Porta Vernet, 1987; Freneix et 
al., 1987; Gonzalez Delgado, 1987; Castano et al., 1988; Da Rocha et al., 1989; 
Lozano Francisco, 1998). Since 1897, however, Lissochlamys has been used much 
more frequently (34 records in our database for Lissochlamys but only 13 for 
Lissochlamis). 

7. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the following names for the purposes of 
the Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of Homonymy: 
(a) Macrochlamis Sacco, 1897; 

(b) Lissochlamis Sacco, 1897; 

to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) Gigantopecten Rovereto, 1899 (gender: masculine), type species Ostrea 
latissima Brocchi, 1814 by original designation for the replaced generic 
name Macrochlamys Sacco, 1897; 

(b) Lissochlamys Sacco, 1897 (gender: feminine), type species by original 

designation Pecten excisus Bronn, 1831; 
to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 
(a) latissima Brocchi, 1814, as published in the binomen Ostrea latissima 

(specific name of the type species of Gigantopecten Rovereto, 1899, the 

replacement name of Macrochlamys Sacco, 1897); 

(b) excisus Bronn, 1831, as published in the binomen Pecten excisus (specific 

name of the type species of Lissochlamys Sacco, 1897); 

(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 
Zoology the following names: 
(a) Macrochlamis Sacco, 1897 (as suppressed in (1)(a) above); 
(b) Lissochlamis Sacco, 1897 (as suppressed in (1)(b) above); 
(c) Macrochlamys Sacco, 1897 (a junior homonym of Macrochlamys Benson, 
1832). 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, in reference to Article 24.2.5 of the Code, 
is to establish priority of the generic name Heliacus d’Orbigny, 1842 over Torinia 
Gray, 1842 (Mollusca, Gastropoda, ARCHITECTONICIDAE). The two nominal genera are 
subjective synonyms both published in the same year, but their relative priority 
remained unresolved. As a consequence both Heliacus and Torinia have been used in 
the literature, but Heliacus has predominant usage and Torinia seems to have been 
used only twice in the last 24 years. Evidence supports priority of the name Heliacus 
established by action of the First Reviser; however, suppression of the name Torinia 
is proposed to ensure stability. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Gastropoda; ARCHITECTONICIDAE; Heliacus; 
Torinia,; Heliacus cylindricus; sundial shell; Western Atlantic. 


1. d@Orbigny (1842, p. 68) established the genus Heliacus as a ‘Division’ of 
Solarium [= Architectonica] with a single species, the type species by monotypy, 
Solarium heberti (an incorrect subsequent spelling of herberti) Deshayes, 1830. The 
lectotype of Solarium herberti Deshayes is in the Museum National d’Histoire 
Naturelle, Paris (see Bieler, 1985, pp. 97-98). 

2. Gray (1840, p. 147) first introduced the name Torinia without a description or 
indication (nomen nudum). Later, Gray (1842, p. 60) provided a diagnosis: ‘Torinia 
differs [from Solarium = Architectonica| in having a nearly orbicular operculum, 
which is very convex, and marked with a spiral ridge looking like a pagoda’. This 
description of part of the animal makes the name Torinia available from 1842 under 
Article 12.1 of the Code. 

3. The first included species, Trochus cylindraceus, was listed as the type species of 
Torinia by Gray (1847, p. 151) but no author or reference was cited. Gray showed the 
generic name as dating from both 1840 and 1842 and listed Heliacus as a synonym. 
The name Trochus cylindraceus was first introduced by Chemnitz (1781, p. 95, 
pl. clxx, figs. 1639a—b) in a work in which species-group names are not available 
under Opinion 184 (1944) and Direction 1 (1954) (see also BZN 61: 181). The first 
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author to use the name Trochus cylindraceus in an available work was Dillwyn, 1817 
(p. 767). The nominal type species of Torinia is thus Trochus cylindraceus Dillwyn, 
1817. However, Gmelin (1791, p. 3572) had earlier established the name Trochus 
cylindricus based on the same Chemnitz illustrations and that name is therefore a 
senior objective synonym of 7. cylindraceus. The original Chemnitz material is 
thought to be lost and the type locality is unknown. However, the Chemnitz figures 
are good and it 1s possible to identify them as being conspecific with Solarium herberti 
Deshayes. Heliacus and Torinia are thus subjective synonyms. 

4. Harris (1897, p. 245) argued that ‘Torinia must fall in synonymy’ with Heliacus 
because he considered Gray’s 1840 and 1842 usage as nomina nuda. Iredale (1911, 
p. 255) concurred. Subsequently, Barnard (1963, p. 158) followed Smith (1910, 
pp. 199-200) in considering that the description of the operculum, without reference 
to a species, rendered Torinia unacceptable. This position is contrary to the Code as 
the operculum is part of the animal. 

5. Iredale (1913), in a detailed collation of the molluscan parts of the Synopses of 
the Contents of the British Museum with comments on the rarity of editions 42 (1840) 
and 44 (1842), advocated the rejection of all the new names introduced by Gray 
(1842), suggesting that they should date from Gray (1847). Iredale (1913, p. 301) 
admitted that his proposal was ‘simply an individual opinion’ and listed ‘the whole 
of the diagnoses so that this matter may be fully discussed, and a definite policy of 
rejection or acceptance adopted’. Iredale made. no mention of priority. 

6. Thiele (1925, p. 80) used the name Torinia, accepting its introduction from the 
description of the operculum. Referring to Iredale (1911), he pointed out that 
Heliacus might be somewhat older but that its publication date was not completely 
certain. Thiele (1929, p. 183) maintained Torinia as senior synonym of Heliacus, 
dating both names from 1842. 

7. Tomlin (1928, p. 333) used the generic name Heliacus, referring to Iredale’s 1913 
paper, and added his opinion that ‘a short comparative account of operculum only 
... hardly seems a sufficient diagnosis on which to found a genus, and the reasons 
for rejection given by Iredale on p. 301 may well be applied to this case at any rate’. 

8. Bayer (1948, p. 3) used the name Torinia, opening his paper by stating: “opinions 
are divided in relation to what generic name has priority, Heliacus or Torinia. In 
proof of this I will quote . . . the opinions of two authorities’. He then cited Thiele 
(1925, p. 80) and Tomlin (1928, p. 333). Bayer qualified his usage of the name Torinia 
by adding that in accordance with his-declaration in a previous paper (1940, p. 223) 
he followed Thiele (1929) ‘in relation to the generic names, . . . but it is not my 
intention to state thereby that I always completely agree with the opinions of his 
author [sic]’. 

9. Woodring (1959, p. 168) gave a short history of Heliacus and Torinia and 
stated: ‘in the absence of data concerning priority within the year 1842, Heliacus is 
given precedence, for in that year it was on a much more satisfactory footing than 
Torinia’. 

10. Bieler (1985, pp. 95-98) published a long discussion of the history of Heliacus 
and Torinia concluding that both names were validly introduced in 1842 but that 
their relative priority remained unresolved. He pointed out that type material and an 
extensive original description are available for Heliacus whereas Torinia has no 
known type material. 
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11. Despite recent attempts to date more precisely the parts of d’Orbigny’s work 
the date of publication for most of the parts in volume 2 is unknown. Available 
evidence and inference point to the part [no. 5, pp. 65-80] containing Heliacus having 
been published early in 1842 but there is as yet no publishable information to confirm 
this supposition. The exact date of Gray’s work is also unknown. The part of the 
catalogue containing mollusks is signed by Gray on June 24, 1842 but that is the date 
he finished his contribution, not the publication date. Other parts have different 
dates, the latest being 27 June 1842. That is the earliest possible date but it could have 
been printed anytime thereafter and in the absence of a definite publication date must 
be dated as the last day of 1842. 

12. Bieler (1985), in his discussion, stated that he was maintaining the use of the 
name Heliacus as had most authors in the previous decades and that an application 
would be made to the the Commission for suppression of Torinia Gray, 1842. A 
search of the literature of the past 50 years found that Torinia had been used as a 
senior synonym in only 15 works by 11 authors, the most recent being in 1981 and 
1982, the only two uses found for the past 24 years. In contrast, Heliacus has been 
used as a senior synonym in over 153 works by at least 85 authors. A list of these 
references is held by the Commission Secretariat. 

13. While it is possible that Bieler’s (1985) selection, or that of Harris (1897), could 
be taken as action of the First Reviser under Articles 24.2.1 and 24.2.2 of the 
Code, such action could be upset by determination of a precise date for one of the 
two works which were, as matters now stand under Article 24.2.5, published 
simultaneously. 

14. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the generic name Torinia Gray, 1842 for 
the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of 
Homonymy; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Heliacus 
d’Orbigny, 1842 (gender: masculine), type species by monotypy Solarium 
heberti Deshayes, 1830 (an incorrect subsequent spelling of herberti), a junior 
subjective synonym of Trochus cylindricus Gmelin, 1791; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name cylindricus 
Gmelin, 1791, as published in the binomen Trochus cylindricus, senior syno- 
nym of Solarium herberti Deshayes, 1830, specific name of the type species of 
Heliacus d’Orbigny, 1842; 

(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 
Zoology the name Torinia Gray, 1842 (as suppressed in (1) above). 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the generic name Oncopus Thorell, 1876 for a group of nine opilionids from 
Southeast Asia, together with the family-group names ONCopoDIDAE Thorell, 1876 
and ONCOPODOIDEA Thorell, 1876 for five genera and 64 species from Asia, by 
suppressing the little-used senior homonym Oncopus Herrich-Schaffer, 1855 for two 
species of South American Lepidoptera. 


Keywords.Nomenclature; taxonomy; Insecta; Lepidoptera; GEOMETRIDAE; moths; 
Arachnida; Opiliones; ONCOPODIDAE; Oncopus; Oncopus doriae; harvestmen; South- 
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1. In 1855 Herrich-Schaffer (p. 99) introduced the generic name Oncopus for two 
species (Paida citrosa Geyer in Hiibner, 1832 and Paida transpecta Geyer in Hiibner, 
1832) in the lepidopteran family LirHosHDAE (currently ARCTIIDAE) and designated 
Paida citrosa Geyer, 1832 as the type species. The same synopsis was given again in 
Herrich-Schaffer (1856, p. 19). The name Oncopus Herrich-Schaffer, 1855 later 
appeared in three geometrid catalogues: Prout (1934, p. 137, where it was transferred 
to the family GEOMETRIDAE, subfamily sTERRHINAE), Fletcher (1979, p. 145) and 
Parsons et al. (1999, p. 663). Sihvonen & Kaila (2004, p. 333) recently assigned 
Oncopus Herrich-Schaffer, 1855 to the sterrhine tribe CyLLOPoDINI (of uncertain 
association); it is currently also listed in the online catalogue of Pitkin & Jenkins 
(2005). No other references to Oncopus Herrich-Schaffer, 1855 in the taxonomic 
literature are known to us. 

2. In 1876 Thorell (p. 134) described the genus Oncopus and the subfamily 
ONCOPODINAE in the opilionid family COSMETOIDAE (= COSMETIDAE) for Oncopus 
doriae Thorell, 1876 (p. 135), and in 1890 (p. 375) he raised ONcopoDINAE to family 
level. Kratochvil (1958, p. 380) established the superfamily ONCcopopoIDEA for 
several families of laniatorean opilionids, Martens (1980, p. 356) restricted it to the 
family ONCopopIDAE alone. After its introduction, the generic name Oncopus 
Thorell, 1876 was mentioned in numerous taxonomic publications: Pocock (1897, 
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p. 285); Loman (1902, p. 182); Roewer (1923, p. 57); Sorensen (1932, p. 210); 
Giribet et al. (2002) and others. A list of a further 25 papers is held by the 
Commission Secretariat. A revision of this genus was published by Schwendinger 
& Martens (2004). Oncopus Thorell, 1876 is currently also listed in four online 
catalogues: Kury (2003), Kury (2004), Brands (1989-2005) and Hallan (2005). 
These and many more publications also refer to the family-group names ONCOPODI- 
DAE Thorell, 1876 and oNcopopoIDEA Thorell, 1876. The corresponding taxa have 
been taxonomically revised in Schwendinger (1992), Martens & Schwendinger 
(1998) and Schwendinger & Martens (1999, 2002, 2004). Schwendinger (in press, a) 
will present a summary of the genus Oncopus Thorell, 1876 and the family 
ONCOPODIDAE Thorell, 1876 in a book on the biology of Opiliones. Descriptions of 
numerous new oncopodid species and genera will follow (Schwendinger, in press, 
b; Schwendinger & Martens, in press). Giribet is continuously adding molecular 
data from Oncopus Thorell, 1876 and other oncopodids to GenBank and to his 
phylogenetic matrix for a future re-evaluation of opilionid systematics. Oncopus 
Thorell, 1876 currently comprises nine valid species known from Southeast Asia. 
ONCOPODIDAE Thorell, 1876 and ONcoPpoDOIDEA Thorell, 1876 comprise 64 species 
from Asia. 

3. The generic name Oncopus Herrich-Schaffer, 1855 has priority over Oncopus 
Thorell, 1876. If the provisions of the Code are applied, Oncopus Thorell, 1876 would 
have to be replaced by a substitute name in accordance with Article 60.3 of the 
Code (no junior synonyms are available). The corresponding family-group names 
ONCOPODIDAE Thorell, 1876 and oNcopopoIDEA Thorell, 1876, correctly formed from 
the genitive (podos) of the Greek word (pous) in accordance with Article 29.3.1, also 
would have had to be substituted under Article 39 of the Code. 

4. Replacing the generic name Oncopus Thorell, 1876 would require mandatory 
new combinations for nine valid binomina, for two binomina currently in synonymy 
and for one binomen (Oncopus cuspidatus Schwendinger, 1992) that is the original 
combination of the name of the type species of the genus Caenoncopus Martens & 
Schwendinger, 1998. It also requires replacing two family-group names, ONCOPODIDAE 
Thorell, 1876 and oNcopopoIDEA Thorell, 1876, but not the corresponding two 
suborder names Oncopodomorphi Silhavy, 1961 (p. 264) and Oncopodines Bristowe, 
1976 (p. 178), which are not ruled by the Code and thus could remain in use. 
The above nomenclatural changes would cause confusion and considerable nomen- 
clatural instability. : 

5. Oncopus Herrich-Schaffer, 1855 is not the type-genus of a family-group taxon 
and it contains only two species. After Herrich-Schaffer’s original publication the 
generic name and its corresponding binomina have been mentioned in only five 
systematic compilations and in one online catalogue. As far as we know, the two 
species of moths are of no economic importance. Replacing the generic name 
Oncopus Herrich-Schaffer, 1855 by its junior synonym Neochorista Warren, 1897 and 
changing the combinations of its two species accordingly would have a minimal 
impact on nomenclatural stability. 

6. It is proposed, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, to suppress the little-used 
generic name Oncopus Herrich-Schaffer, 1855 in order to conserve the widely used 
generic name Oncopus Thorell, 1876 together with the corresponding family-group 
names. 


Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 63(3) September 2006 169 


7. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 

asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the generic name Oncopus Herrich- 
Schaffer, 1855 and all uses of the name before Thorell (1876) for the purposes 
of both the Principle of Priority and the Principle of Homonymy; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Oncopus 
Thorell, 1876 (gender: masculine), type species by original designation and by 
monotypy Oncopus doriae Thorell, 1876 (Arachnida); 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name doriae 
Thorell, 1876, as published in the binomen Oncopus doriae (specific name of 
the type species of Oncopus Thorell, 1876) (Arachnida); 

(4) to place on the Official List of Family-Group Names in Zoology the name 
ONCOPODIDAE Thorell, 1876 (type genus Oncopus Thorell, 1876) (Arachnida); 

(5) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 
Zoology the name Oncopus Herrich-Schaffer, 1855 as suppressed in (1) above 
(Lepidoptera). 
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Fig. 1. Oncopus truncatus Thorell, 1891, female from Singapore; drawing by A. Coray (Basel). 
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Trachys Fabricius, 1801 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed fixation of the 
feminine gender of the genus and the form of derivation of family- 
group names based on Trachys 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Articles 29.3 and 30 of the Code, is 
to validate the feminine gender of the genus-group name Trachys Fabricius, 1801 for 
a common and widespread leaf-mining jewel beetle and the form of derivation of 
family-group names based on Trachys. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; BUPRESTIDAE; Trachys; Trachys 
minuta; gender; leaf-mining jewel beetle. 


1. Fabricius (1801, p. 218) introduced the generic name Jrachys including eleven 
nominal species: Trachys tessellata Fabricius, 1801, 7. ephippium Fabricius, 1801, 
Buprestis pygmaea Fabricius, 1787, T. rugosa Fabricius, 1801, B. minuta Linnaeus, 
1758, T. terminans Fabricius, 1801, T. fastigiata Fabricius, 1801, 7. pulchella 
Fabricius, 1801, 7. exigua Fabricius, 1801, 7. pusilla Fabricius, 1801 and B. nana 
Paykull, 1799. None was designated or indicated as the type species. Fabricius treated 
Trachys as a feminine name as evident from the endings of all the specific names 
included, and from his use of the feminine genitive Trachydis. 

2. Westwood (1840, p. 25) designated Buprestis minuta Linnaeus, 1758 as the type 
species of Trachys. 

3. There is no uniformity in interpretation of the gender of Trachys in the 
literature. Many principal works on BUPRESTIDAE since Fabricius (1801) have 
accepted Trachys as feminine. These include the works of Dejean (1821, pp. 30-31; 
1833, p. 83; 1836, p. 94), Gory & Laporte (1840, pp. 1-11), Kiesenwetter (1849, p. 41; 
1857, pp. 166-172), Lacordaire (1857, p. 88), Dohrn (1858, p. 51), Deyrolle (1864, 
pp. 237-268), Marseul (1866, pp. 504-519), Gemminger & Harold (1869, 
pp. 1452-1454), Saunders (1871, pp. 130-132), Stein & Weise (1877, p. 91), Heyden, 
et al. (1883, p. 105; 1891, p. 201; 1906, p. 420), Kerremans (1892, pp. 284-289; 1903, 
pp. 307-314), Théry (1905, pp. 148-166; 1925, p. 177; 1948, pp. 60-82), Jakobson 
(1913, p. 780), Schaefer (1936, pp. 120-123; 1956, pp. 45-48), Obenberger (1937, 
pp. 1352-1409), Kurosawa (1959, pp. 204-247), Descarpentries & Villiers (1965, 
pp. 723-735), Rikhter & Alexeev (1965, pp. 294-295), Bily (1977, pp. 46-47), 
Burakovski et al. (1985, pp. 82-86), Alexeev (1989, pp. 476-477) and Bellamy (2003, 
pp. 95-96). Other works have treated Trachys as masculine including Schaum (1862, 
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p. 57), Stein (1868, p. 64), Bedel (1921, p. 169), Théry (1930, pp. 520-540; 1942, 
pp. 182-198), Schaefer (1947, pp. 166-167; 1949, pp. 460-480), Horion (1955, 
pp. 117-124), Harde (1979, pp. 246-248), Bily (1982, pp. 87-91), Cobos (1986, 
pp. 278-289), Curletti (1994, pp. 199-207), Kohler & Klausnitzer (1998, p. 103) and 
Arnaiz Ruiz et al. (2002, p. 62). It is desirable to resolve the problem of the 
interpretation of the gender of Trachys because several large works dealing with the 
entire buprestid systematics of the Palaearctic region or the world fauna (FaEu 
project, Catalogue of the Palaearctic Beetles, World Catalogue of Buprestidae) are 
nearing completion. 

4. Kraatz (1859, p. 59 in Schaum, 1859; Kraatz, 1870, p. 31) was the first to suggest 
that Trachys is masculine, but reversed his opinion after the published discussion 
between him and von Harold (1869, p. 117; 1870, p. 116). It is evident that many 
recent authors (e.g. Théery, Schaefer, Horion) followed Bedel (1921, p. 166) who 
commented and reopened the Trachys gender case. 

5. Article 30.1.4.2 (Gender of genus-group names) may allow for the solution to 
this problem: “A genus-group name that either is, or ends in, a word of common or 
variable gender (masculine or feminine) is to be treated as masculine unless its author, 
when establishing the name, stated that it is feminine or treated it as feminine in 
combination with an adjectival species-group name [Art. 31.2]. However, a question 
remains here as it seems clear that there is no indication that Trachys, or its stem, is 
of common or variable gender. 

6. We realize that strictly speaking the name ‘Trachys’ should be treated as 
masculine (feminine form would be Tracheia). But Fabricius created his names in a 
rather free, non-standard and sometimes grammatically incorrect way (see also 
Harold, 1870). For this reason we should accept “Trachys’ as a non-standard name, 
which according to Prof A. Bartonék, a linguist and specialist in ancient Greek, can 
be treated as feminine to maintain the author’s intention. 

7. The first author who established a family-group name derived from Trachys was 
Laporte (1835, p. 166); he used the form ‘Trachisites. Trachisidae’. Because we 
propose confirmation of the feminine gender for Trachys, we also propose, following 
Article 29.3.3 and Recommendation 29A of the Code, to form the family-group 
names TRACHYSIDAE, TRACHYSINAE and TRACHYSINI by adding the suffix —dae to the 
whole name Jrachys in accordance with Laporte (1835, p. 166). 

8. It is proposed that the names TRACHEIDAE Gistel, 1848 (p. 3); TRACHINAE 
Obenberger, 1926 (p. 651); TRACHYINAE Gavoy, 1897 (p.133); TRACHYDINI Reitter, 
1911 (p. 180); TRACHYNI Kerremans, 1893 (p. 121) and TRACHYNINI Kraatz, 1869 
(p. 36) are considered invalid as incorrectly derived from Trachys. 

9. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly asked: 

(1) to rule that: 

(a) the gender of the genus-group name Trachys Fabricius, 1801 is feminine; 
(b) the family-group names derived from the genus-group name Trachys 
should be formed by adding the appropriate ending to the name of the 
genus in the nominative case (e.g. TRACHYSIDAE, TRACHYSINAE, TRACHYSINI); 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Trachys 

Fabricius, 1801 (gender: feminine), type species minuta Linnaeus, 1758, by 
subsequent designation by Westwood, 1840, as published in the binomen 
Buprestis minuta; 
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(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name minuta 
Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Buprestis minuta Linnaeus, 1758 
(specific name of the type species of Trachys Fabricius, 1801); 

(4) to place on the Official List of Family-Group Names in Zoology the name 
TRACHYSIDAE Laporte, 1835 (type genus Trachys Fabricius, 1801). 

(5) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Family-Group Names in 
Zoology the following names, as incorrectly derived from Trachys Fabricius 
(1801): 

(a) TRACHEIDAE Gistel, 1848; 

(b) TRACHINAE Obenberger, 1926; 
(Cc) TRACHYINAE Gavoy, 1897; 
(d) TRACHYDINI Reitter, 1911; 

(e€) TRACHYNI Kerremans, 1893; 
(f) TRACHYNINI Kraatz, 1869. 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the names Gnorimus Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828, and 
Osmoderma Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828, for dead-wood and 
pollen-feeding scarab beetles (SCARABAEIDAE) from the Palaearctic and North 
America. The names are threatened by two senior synonyms, the long forgotten 
but recently used names Aleurostictus Kirby, 1827 and Gymnodus Kirby, 1827, 
respectively. The suppression of the two senior synonyms is proposed. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; SCARABAEIDAE; Gnorimus; Osmo- 
derma; Aleurostictus; Gymnodus; Acari; ASCIDAE; scarab beetles; mites; Palaearctic; 
North America. 


1. Kirby (1827) introduced seven genus-group names as subgenera of Trichius 
Fabricius, 1775 (SCARABAEIDAE, TRICHIINAE): Aleurostictus, Archimedius, Euclidius, 
Gymnodus, Legitimus, Tetrophthalmus and Trichinus. He introduced these names as 
masculine nouns in the plural form (Aleurosticti, Gymnodi, etc.) but the most 
influential authors of the time either overlooked Kirby’s names (Gory & Percheron, 
1833) or treated them as synonyms (Burmeister & Schaum, 1840; Lacordaire, 1856, 
p. 557). Thus, these names either gained only limited acceptance during a short 
period after their introduction, or instantly fell into disuse (Smith, 2004). Case 3314 
(BZN 62: 75-78) applied for the suppression of two of them, Tetrophthalmus Kirby 
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and Trichinus Kirby, in favour of long established names. Recently another two 
of Kirby’s names, Alewrostictus Kirby, 1827 (p. 157) and Gymnodus Kirby, 1827 
(p. 157), reappeared in the literature as valid names for the well-known Holarctic 
genera Gnorimus and Osmoderma respectively (see paras. 3 and 4 below). 

2. These two names, Gnorimus and Osmoderma, were published the year after 
Kirby’s paper by Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville (1828, p. 702) as subgenera 
(‘subdivisions’) of Trichius Fabricius. The authors did not refer to Kirby’s paper and 
did not designate type species. 

3. MacLeay (1838, p. 16) designated Scarabaeus eremita Scopoli, 1763 (p. 7) (which 
he referred to as Trichius eremita Fabricius, 1792) as the type species of Osmoderma 
Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828, making it a junior objective synonym 
of Gymnodus Kirby, 1827, because the latter has the same type species by monotypy. 
However, MacLeay treated Osmoderma as a valid name and Gymnodus as an invalid 
synonym. This was followed by all subsequent authors for over 150 years — 35 
references of articles and books published between 1958 and 2003 are listed by Smith 
(2004, p. 287) and more than 150 references from the last 130 years by Ranuus et al. 
(2005, pp. 22-30). Recently, however, Gymnodus has been treated as a valid name by 
Adam (1994; 2003, p. 129) and Gusakov (2002). Smith (2004) intended to reverse the 
precedence of Gymnodus and placed it as a junior synonym of Osmoderma. However, 
the conditions for prevailing usage (Article 23.9.2 of the Code) were arguably not met 
because Adam (1994, p. 10) used it as a valid name. Smith (2004) considered Adam’s 
paper a ‘list of names’ that ‘must not be taken into account in determining usage 
under Article 23.9.1.1’ (Article 23.9.6.). However, the other three authors of this Case 
believe that Addm’s list is not covered by Article 23.9.6 because it is not a ‘list of 
names’ but a list of taxa (i.e. -containing information about the species beyond their 
names, namely their occurrence in Hungary), thus being valid for determining usage. 
Actually, it has already been followed by several authors (see above and para. 4 
below). 

4. MacLeay (1838, p. 15) synonymized Gnorimus Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & 
Serville with Aleurostictus Kirby while keeping the latter (Aleurosticti’) as a valid 
name. However, at that time Gnorimus had already been in common use (Stephens, 
1830, p. 231; Gory & Percheron, 1833, p. 100; Curtis, 1837, p. 21). Blanchard (1845, 
p. 233) designated Scarabaeus nobilis Linnaeus, 1758 (p. 353) (currently Gnormius 
nobilis) as the type species of Gnorimus. By designating Scarabaeus nobilis Linnaeus, 
1758 the type species of A/eurostictus, Smith (2004, p. 286) made Aleurostictus an 
objective synonym of Gnorimus. After Stephens (1839, p. 170), who was the last to use 
Aleurostictus as valid before 1994, Gnorimus has been considered a valid name by all 
authors. However, in 1994, Adam used Aleurostictus in his Hungarian checklist of 
Scarabaeoidea, which was then followed by Tauzin (2000, 2004a, b), Fujioka (2001, 
p. 126), Gusakov (2002), Uguarte San Vicente & Uguarte Arrue (2002), Adam (2003, 
p. 129) and Whitehead (2003). However, Tauzin (2004a, b) obviously was not fully 
sure about his intentional use of the virtually unused name Aleurostictus, because he 
mentioned having sent an application to ‘Entomological Records’ to decide whether 
his usage is permissible and acceptable (Tauzin, 2004a, p. 33; 2004b, p. 78). Gnorimus 
is still the predominant name (Tremblay, 2000, p. 87; Cooter, 2001; Gebicki, 2001; Lo 
Cascio, 2001, p. 185f; Brechtel & Kostenbader, 2002, p. 565; Frank & Konzelmann, 
2002, p. 131; Mico & Galante, 2002, p. 59f; Nilsson et al., 2002, p. 84; Ranius & 
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Jansson, 2002, p. 1763; Ruta, 2002; Telnov, 2002; Ballerio, 2003, pp. 68, 79; Jansson 
& Antonsson, 2003, p. 43; Recalde & San Martin, 2003, p. 66; Schaffrath, 2003, 
p. 174; Smith, 2003, p. 47; Pino & Pino, 2003; Vignon & Orabi, 2003; Voolma & 
Randveer, 2003, p. 51; Pesarini, 2004, p. 96; Renault et al., 2004) and it is used in 
the recently published data bank of the Fauna Europaea Project (Krell, 2004). 
Dechambre (2001) listed 34 additional references covering the years 1952—2000 to meet 
Article 23.9.1.2 and declared Aleurostictus a nomen nudum. However, Adam’s (1994, 
p. 10) use of Aleurostictus as a valid name prevents the application of Article 23.9.2. 

5. Both Gnorimus and Osmoderma are in wide use for well-known species of 
importance in conservation. Osmoderma eremita (Scopoli, 1763) is a priority species 
of the habitat directive of the European Union (92/43/EEC), is listed in the Bern 
Convention (Luce 1996) and classified as vulnerable on the IUCN Red List of 
Threatened Species (www.redlist.org). Two widespread European Gnorimus species, 
G. nobilis (Linnaeus, 1758) and G. variabilis (Linnaeus, 1758), are on the Priority 
Species List of the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (www.english-nature.org.uk/ 
baps/pdf/Priority.pdf) and on the Red Lists of most European countries; the third 
known European species, G. decempunctatus Helfer, 1834 (endemic to Sicily), will be 
established as a focal species in the Italian Red List, with Sicilian endemic 
Osmoderma cristinae Sparacio, 1994 (Audisio et al., 2003; Brustel, 2004). We agree 
with Tauzin’s (2002, p. 147) conclusion that there is no need or advantage in 
replacing those names by long-forgotten senior synonyms. A change of the generic 
names Gnorimus and Osmoderma would not only cause confusion amongst the large 
community of conservationists and ecologists dealing with these species, but also 
threatens the legal protection of the species since Gymnodus and Aleurostictus are not 
included in legal documents. 

6. Chaudhri (1975, p. 100), described the mite genus Gnorimus (Acari: 
Mesostigmata; ASCIDAE) (type species by monotypy: Gnorimus tabella Chaudhri, 
1975). This genus has been rarely mentioned in literature (Gupta & Ray, 1981, p. 267; 
Wu & Wang, 1982; Zhang & Lin, 1986, p. 84; Moraes et al., 1986, p. 153; Zhang & 
Lin, 1989, 1991). In 1994, Chant & McMurtry (p. 225) synonymised Gnorimus 
Chaudri with Lasioseius Berlese which was agreed by Walter & Lindquist (1997, 
p. 526) who pointed out that Chaudhri’s name was preoccupied by Gnorimus Le 
Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville. In recent years, Gnorimus Chaudri has 
occasionally been used as a valid name (Parvez et al., 2000; Moraes et al., 2004, p. 5), 
but is not threatening Gnorimus Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, and we are 
confident that its status as synonym and junior homonym will be accepted soon. 
Because of its synonymy with Lasioseius, a replacement name for Gnorimus Chaudhri 
is currently unnecessary. 

7. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the following generic names for the 
purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of 
Homonymy: 

(a) Aleurostictus Kirby, 1827; 
(b) Gymnodus Kirby, 1827; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the following 

names: 
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(a) Gnorimus Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828 (gender: mascu- 
line), type species by subsequent designation by Blanchard (1845) Scara- 
baeus nobilis Linnaeus, 1758; 

(b) Osmoderma Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828 (gender: neuter), 
type species by subsequent designation by MacLeay (1838) Scarabaeus 
eremita Scopoli, 1763; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) eremita Scopoli, 1763, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus eremita (the 
type species of Osmoderma Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828); 

(b) nobilis Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Scarabaeus nobilis (the 
type species of Gnorimus Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828); 

(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 

Zoology the following names: 

(a) Aleurostictus Kirby, 1827, as suppressed in (1)(a) above; 

(b) Gymnodus Kirby, 1827, as suppressed in (1)(b) above; 

(c) Gnorimus Chaudhri, 1975 (a junior homonym of Gnorimus Le Peletier de 
Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828). 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 75.6 of the Code, is to 
conserve the usage of the specific name of Rana ocellata Linnaeus, 1758 for a species 
of leptodactylid frog from South America by the designation of a neotype. Prevailing 
usage of the name is threatened by the identity of the type specimen which is a 
different species than that which is currently known as Leptodactylus ocellatus. It is 
proposed that all name-bearing types be set aside and a neotype designated in accord 
with prevailing usage. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Amphibia; Anura; Leptodactylus; Leptodacty- 
lus ocellatus; frog; South America. 


1. The nominal species Rana ocellata was established by Linnaeus in 1758 (p. 211). 
Kitchell (1994) translated the original description as: ‘ocellata 9. Frog with ocellate 
ears and stubby feet. Brown. jam. 466. t. 41. f. 4. The largest, compressed, mottled 
frog. Lives in America. At the ears there is an occellate [sic] spot on each side. Front 
feet four-toed and split; rear feet five-toed, subpalmate’. The description itself does 
not permit unequivocal association with any currently recognized species of frog. The 
figure cited by Linnaeus is rather stylized and does not represent any species of 
Leptodactylus. The illustration is certainly based on a species of Rana as stated by 
Peters (1872, p. 199). 

2. Peters (1872, pp. 197-201) summarized the usage of the name Rana ocellata and 
examined a specimen purported to be the holotype (‘originalexemplar’) from the 
Museum Adolphi Friderici. Herpetologists accepted the nomenclatural status of 
Rana ocellata Linnaeus, 1758 as discussed by Peters (1872) in his influential paper. 
Peters (1872, p. 200) stated that the specimen was the specimen used by Linnaeus in 
his description, although he believed that the later more complete description 
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(Linnaeus, 1764, p. 39) included an error regarding the relative lengths of the toes. 
Peters did not provide a detailed description of the type other than some measure- 
ments and indicated that the specimen was faded and compared extremely well with 
a specimen (number 3319) in the Berlin Museum. The purported holotype Peters 
examined was transferred in 1801 from the Museum Adolphi Friderici to the Swedish 
Museum of Natural History (NRM) in Stockholm and was catalogued as NRM 150 
with the following information: ‘det. C. Linnaeus / 1764, 1766. Leg: Ex. Coll. Adolphi 
Friderici Field No: KVA-LIN’. Peters concluded that the type of Rana ocellata 
represented a valid species then recognized in the genus Cystignathus (currently 
Leptodactylus) and provided a synonymy. The specimen Peters examined is still 
extant and seems to be in as good condition as it was when he studied it. The name 
Rana ocellata was established with a description and reference to an illustration (see 
para. | above). However, Peters (1872, p. 200) stated: “Da es mir so ganz unerwiesen 
und unwahrscheinlich schien, dass Linné’s Rana ocellata auf die vorstehende Art zu 
beziehen sei, wandte ich mich an meinem Freund, Hrn. Professor S. Lovén in 
Stockholm mit der Anfrage, ob das Originalexemplar zu der aus der Sammlung des 
Ko6nigs Adolph Friederich von Linné beschreibenen Rana ocellata vorhanden sev’. 
We interpret this statement to mean that Peters believed that Lmnaeus had a single 
specimen of the species he described as Rana ocellata. Under Article 74.6 of the Code 
‘if it is considered subsequently that the original description was based on more than 
one specimen, the first author to have published before 2000 the assumption that the 
species-group taxon was based upon a single type specimen is deemed to have 
designated that specimen as the lectotype’. Therefore, designation of the lectotype 
may be credited to Peters (1872, p. 200). Several years ago Dr Ivan Sazima examined 
and photographed this specimen and realized that it was not the species that is 
currently recognized as Leptodactylus ocellatus and informally made this information 
known to his herpetological colleagues. An image of the type specimen is posted on 
the web at ‘http://linnaeus.nrm.se/zool/herp/images/H00150.jpg’. The lead author 
(Heyer) recently examined this specimen and confirmed what Dr Sazima had 
discovered, that the type of Rana ocellata Linnaeus, 1758 is conspecific with the 
species currently known as Leptodactylus bolivianus Boulenger, 1898. At the time that 
Peters examined the type of Rana ocellata herpetologists thought that there was a 
single rather variable species that included the two species now recognized as 
Leptodactylus bolivianus and L. ocellatus. 

3. The situation is further complicated by the fact that Leptodactylus bolivianus and 
L. ocellatus are each recognized as consisting of two or more species. Neither species 
has been revised based on evaluation of material throughout their extensive 
geographic ranges. However, both species have been used extensively as experimental 
laboratory animals, especially in Latin America. Heyer is compiling a bibliography 
for the genus Leptodactylus and has found at least 1,000 publications in which L. 
ocellatus is cited and more than 200 publications where L. bolivianus is cited. We are 
currently revising the taxon understood as L. ocellatus. Our preliminary findings 
indicate that there are both reproductive and molecular differences that represent 
more than one species, but that the morphologies of these biological taxa are very 
similar and may not be distinguishable. Applying the name L. ocellatus to the species 
currently known as L. bolivianus and resurrecting a synonym of the species currently 
known as L. ocellatus would cause great confusion. Therefore, to provide stability for 
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the name L. ocellatus, we propose that the lectotype of Rana ocellata Linnaeus, 1758 
be set aside, and a neotype be designated in accord with currently accepted usage of 
the name, in accordance with Article 75.6 of the Code. Designation of a neotype will 
fix the identity of the nominal species L. ocellatus and enable resolution of the names 
for other cryptic species currently included in the name L. ocellatus. The proposed 
neotype (MNRJ 30733) was collected from Vale dos Agrides, Teresopolis, 22° 25° S, 
42° 58’W, approx. 900 m above sea level, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil on 18 September 
1999 by Ulisses Caramaschi, H. de Niemeyer and D. F. de Moraes Jr. The specimen 
is in the Museu Nacional, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. There is a viable population at this 
locality and a DNA sample is available for the specimen. At this time, mtDNA 
sequence data for the specimen are available at GenBank accession number 
AY 669856. 

6. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 

asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to set aside all previous type fixations for the nominal 
species ocellata Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Rana ocellata, 
and to designate specimen MNRJ 30733 in the Museu Nacional, Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil, mtDNA sequence data GenBank accession number 
AY669856, from Vale dos Agrides, Teresopolis, 22° 25’ S, 42° 58° W, approx. 
900 m above sea level, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, as the neotype; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name ocellata 
Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Rana ocellata and as defined by 
the neotype designated in (1) above. 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the current usage of the name Chelodina rugosa Ogilby, 1890 (currently 
Macrochelodina rugosa) for the northern long-necked turtle from northern Australia. 
The recent finding that Chelodina oblonga Gray, 1841 is a subjective senior synonym 
of Chelodina rugosa threatens nomenclatural stability. It is proposed that the name 
Chelodina rugosa is given precedence over Chelodina oblonga whenever the two are 
considered to be synonyms. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Reptilia; Testudines; CHELIDAE; Macrochelo- 
dina; Chelodina; Chelodina oblonga; Chelodina rugosa; Chelodina colliei; Australia; 
side-necked turtle; northern long-necked turtle. 


1. J.E. Gray, during his tenure as Keeper of Zoology at the British Museum, 
London, described many Australian turtles. Among them were Chelodina oblonga 
Gray, 1841 (p. 446) (holotype Natural History Museum, London, (BMNH) 
1947.3.5.89, from Western Australia) and Chelodina colliei Gray, 1856 (p. 200) 
(lectotype Natural History Museum, London (BMNH) 1947.3.5.91 from Swan 
River; designated by Thomson, 2000, p. 747). Gray (1856, 1857, 1870, 1873) 
continued to regard the two species as distinct. Gray (1870, p. 72) gave the range of 
Chelodina oblonga as north and west Australia. Gray (1873, pp. 62-63) gave the 
locality data for the three specimens of this species in the museum, two from Port 
Essington and one from Western Australia. 

2. Chelodina colliei was treated as a junior synonym of Chelodina oblonga by 
Boulenger (1889), who also published the combined range as north and west 
Australia. Strauch (1890) and Schenkel (1901) followed Boulenger by assigning 
material from Thursday Island and Prince of Wales Island (Torres Strait, northern 
Australia) to Chelodina oblonga. 

3. Ogilby (1890, p. 56) described Chelodina rugosa (holotype Australian Museum 
R6256) from Cape York, Queensland; it was rapidly synonymised with Chelodina 
oblonga (Boulenger, 1890; Boulenger, 1892; Siebenrock, 1905). 

4. Werner (1901) described Chelodina siebenrocki (holotype Zoologisches Museum, 
Berlin ZMB16491) from Papua New Guinea. This species was synonymised with C. 
oblonga by Siebenrock (1915), although some subsequent authors have thought it to 
be distinct. 
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5. For the next 62 years the name Chelodina oblonga was used for the turtle species 
from northern and Western Australia (Werner, 1909; Siebenrock, 1909, 1915; Rooij, 
1915; Loverige, 1934; Mertens & Wermuth, 1955; Wermuth & Mertens, 1961; 
Worrell, 1963; Pritchard, 1967). 

6. Burbidge (1967, unpublished thesis) and Goode (1967) considered the south- 
western Western Australian Chelodina species distinct from the allopatrically- 
distributed tropical populations, and restricted to it the name C. oblonga Gray, 1841. 
Goode (1967) applied the name Chelodina siebenrocki Werner, 1901 to the northern 
Australia species, with C. rugosa in synonymy, despite the priority of the latter name. 
Goode’s nomenclature was followed by Peters (1969). 

7. The priority of C. rugosa over the name C. siebenrocki was noted by Cogger & 
Lindner (1974) and Burbidge et al. (1974), both publications also regarding the two 
species as distinet, having used the name C. rugosa for the northern Australia species. 
Cann (1972) had similarly used the name C. rugosa for the northern Australian 
species, without discussion. 

8. Burbidge et al. (1974) provided further serological and morphological evidence 
for the distinctiveness of C. oblonga and C. rugosa. 

9. The name C. rugosa has, since 1974, been used consistently for the northern 
Australian species (Covacevich et al., 1990; Thomson & Georges, 1996; Thomson 
et al., 2000; McCord & Thomson, 2002), including ecological studies (Cann, 1980a; 
Kennett & Georges, 1989; Kennett et al., 1993; Kennett, 1996; Kennett & Tory, 
1996), field survey reports (Cann, 1980b, 1980c; Shea et al., 1988), phylogenetic and 
karyological analyses (Gaffney, 1977; Bull & Legler, 1980; Pritchard, 1984; Georges 
& Adams, 1992; Seddon et al., 1997; Georges et al., 1999; Thomson et al., 2000; 
McCord & Thomson, 2002; Iverson et al., 2001; Thomson et al., 2005). 

10. The name Chelodina oblonga was applied solely to the northern long-necked 
turtle from [84l to 1889, a total of 48 years. Since Boulenger (1889), as a composite 
species it also incorporated the south-west long-necked turtle until 1967, a total of 78 
years, Since 1967 it has been restricted to the south west long-necked turtle (originally 
named C. collie), a total of 33 years. Much recent literature has also used the name 
in this way (Cogger, 1975; Rhodin & Mittermeier, 1976, 1977; Wermuth & Mertens, 
1977; Cann, 1978, 1998; Pritchard, 1979, 1984; Bull & Legler, 1980; Burbidge, 1981; 
Cogger et al, 1983; Iverson, 1986; Kutchling, 1988, 1989; King & Burke, 1989; 
Georges & Adams, 1992; Thomson & Georges, 1996; Seddon et al., 1997; Georges 
etal., 1999; Thomson et al., 2000; McCord & Thomson, 2002; Thomson et al., 2005). 

[1. Cann (1998) expressed doubts that the south-western species is conspecific with 
the holotype of Chelodina oblonga. Subsequently, Thomson (2000) demonstrated 
that, contrary to the findings of Rhodin & Mittermeier (1977), the holotype of C. 
oblonga is conspecific with the holotype of C. rugosa and not with the south-western 
species to which the name has recently been applied. He restricted the type locality of 
C. oblonga to Port Essington, Northern Territory. He also noted that Chelodina 
colliei could be resurrected from synonymy as the only available name for the 
south-western species, 

12. The argument has been made among researchers that the name Chelodina 
oblonga should be conserved over the name Chelodina collie’ for the south-west 
Western Australian species due to consistent usage. However, to my knowledge, this 
recommendation has not been put in press or formally recommended anywhere. In 
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my opinion, it would be more practical to use the name Chelodina colliei for the 
south-west Western Australian species because the taxononiy of the species known as 
Chelodina rugosa is far from resolved. The holotype of Chelodina rugosa is from Cape 
York, in north-east Australia, and that of Chelodina oblonga is from Port Essington, 
in north-west Australia; they are from the extreme east and west limits of the range 
of the species. Morphological and electrophoretic differences have been found 
between them (Georges & Adams, 1992; Georges et al., 1996; Thomson et al., 2000) 
and the same can be said of the Papuan species Chelodina siebenrocki. At present all 
these populations are regarded as a single species, but it is possible that they could be 
proved to be separate species with further study. Hence, it would seem inappropriate 
to set aside the holotype of a species that may be correctly resurrected in the future. 
Chelodina oblonga should remain an available name for the Northern Territory form 
of Chelodina rugosa. 

13. Further complicating this matter is the genus name Macrochelodina Wells & 
Wellington, 1985 (p. 13). The type species of the genus was originally designated as 
Chelodina oblonga. Thomson (2000, p. 747) demonstrated that the holotype of C. 
oblonga is not the same as the current concept of this species from Western Australia, 
le. that the type species of Macrochelodina Wells & Wellington, 1985 has been 
misidentified. Iverson et al. (2001, p. 362) explained that the name Macrochelodina is 
still valid, but designated a new type species as Chelodina rugosa, which they 
considered synonymous with Chelodina oblonga, and interpreted this as the original 
intent of the authors of the genus (Articles 67.9 and 70.3 of the Code — Misidentified 
type species). Hence the name Macrochelodina is the correct generic name for what 
has been called in the literature the Chelodina “B” group (Rhodin & Mittermeier, 
1976) and includes the species Macrochelodina expansa, Macrochelodina burrungan- 
djii and Macrochelodina parkeri along with Macrochelodina rugosa among the living 
forms (Georges & Adams, 1992; Rhodin, 1994a, 1994b; Georges et al., 1996; 
Thomson et al., 2000; Thomson, 2000). Chelodina collici, as correctly applied, is a 
member of the Chelodina or Chelodina “A” group (Georges et al., 1996; Thomson et 
al., 2000; Thomson, 2000). 

14. The name Chelodina rugosa (currently Macrochelodina rugosa) has been in 
common usage for three decades for the northern Australian species and the name 
Chelodina oblonga has been used for the south-western Australian species for a 
similar time. It would prove disruptive to now apply C. oblonga to the northern 
species, even though this is the correct name for that species. I do believe, however, 
that the name C. collici should be conserved for the south-western species following 
the original descriptions and taxonomy of Gray (1856, 1857, 1870, 1872, 1873). 

15. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to give the name rugosa Ogilby, 1890, as published in 
the binomen Chelodina rugosa, precedence over the name oblonga Gray, 1841, 
as published in the binomen Chelodina oblonga, whenever the two are 
considered to be synonyms; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name 
Macrochelodina Wells & Wellington, 1985 (gender: feminine), type species by 
subsequent designation by Iverson et al. (2001) Chelodina rugosa Ogilby, 
1890; 
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(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) colliei Gray, 1856, as published in the binomen Chelodina colliei and as 

defined by the lectotype (catalogue no. 1947.3.5.91 in the Natural History 
Museum, London); 

(b) rugosa Ogilby, 1890, as published in the binomen Chelodina rugosa and as 
defined by the holotype (catalogue no. R6256 in the Australian Museum, 
Sydney) (type species of the genus Macrochelodina Wells & Wellington, 
1985, with the endorsement that it is to be given precedence over the name 
oblonga Gray, 1841, as published in the binomen Chelodina oblonga, 
whenever the two are considered to be synonyms; 

(c) oblonga Gray, 1841, as published in the binomen Chelodina oblonga, with 
the endorsement that it is not to be given priority over the name rugosa 
Ogilby, 1890, as published in the binomen Chelodina rugosa, whenever the 
two are considered to be synonyms. 
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Pachyramphus Gray, 1840 (Aves, Passeriformes): proposed 
conservation of usage of the generic name 
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Frank D. Steinheimer 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the accustomed usage of the name Pachyramphus Gray, 1840 for a genus of 
cotinga from Central and South America, by the designation of Tityra viridis Vieillot, 
1816 as the type species of Pachyramphus (family COTINGIDAE, or family TYRANNIDAE, 
subfamily TITYRINAE). It is also proposed that the name Pachyramphus Gray, 1839 
and all uses of the name before 1840 are suppressed. The name Pachyramphus relates 
to a group of some 16 species of cotinga known as becards with a widespread 
distribution throughout Central and South America; Pachyramphus viridis is the 
green-backed becard from northern South America. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Aves; Passeriformes; COTINGIDAE; TYRANNIDAE; 
TITYRINAE; Tityra; Pachyrhynchus; Pachyramphus; Tityra viridis; Lanius cayanus; 
Central America; South America; cotingas; becards. 


1. Pachyramphus was originally proposed by Gray (in Gould, 1839, p. 50) as a 
replacement name (nomen novum) for Pachyrhynchus Spix, 1825, itself a junior 
synonym and homonym of Pachyrhynchus Wagler (in Hahn, 1822, pl. 6 and 
text) (suppressed in Opinion 928, August 1970) and a synonym of Tityra Vieillot, 
1816a (p. 39). The type species of Pachyramphus Gray, 1839 is therefore 
Lanius cayanus Linnaeus, 1766 (also the type species of Tityra Vieillot, 1816) 
(Article 67.8). 

2. In 1840 Gray (p. 31) again used Pachyramphus, in what has become the 
established and accepted citation, with the single included new combination of “P. 
Cuvieri (Swains.)’, which is the type species by monotypy of Pachyramphus Gray, 
1840. 

3. Psaris cuvierii Swainson, 1821 (pl. 32 and text) is a junior synonym of Tityra 
viridis Vieillot, 1816b (p. 348). 
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4, Lanius cayanus Linnaeus, 1766 and Tityra viridis Vieillot, 1816 are presently 
assigned to two currently recognized genera of cotinga, Jityra Vieillot, 1816a and 
Pachyramphus Gray, 1840 respectively. 

5. Usage of Pachyramphus Gray, 1840, both long term and current, is demon- 
strated by the following publications: Bonaparte (1850, p. 180), Sclater (1862, p. 240), 
Sclater (1888, p. 337), Salvin & Godman (1890, p. 124), Brabourne & Chubb (1912, 
p. 315), Hellmayr (1929, p. 163), Pinto (1944), Wetmore (1972, pp. 273-286), 
Peterson & Chalif (1973, p. 138), Ridgely (1976, pp. 224-226), Wolters (1977, p. 170), 
Snow (1979, p. 229), Sibley & Monroe (1990, p. 368), Sick (1993, p. 484), Ridgely & 
Tudor (1994, p. 676), American Ornithologists’ Union (1998, p. 417), Rodner, 
Lentino & Restall (2000, p. 83) and Dickinson (2003, p. 344). To the best of our 
knowledge, Pachyramphus Gray, 1839 has not been used since the time of its original 
publication. 

6. It is proposed that the name Pachyramphus Gray, 1839 be suppressed, and 
Tityra viridis Vieillot, 1816 be recorded as the specific name of the senior synonym of 
the type species of Pachyramphus Gray, 1840. 

7. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress Pachyramphus Gray, 1839 for the purposes 

of both the Principle of Priority and the Principle of Homonymy and all uses 
of the name before Gray (1840); 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name 
Pachyramphus Gray, 1840 (gender: masculine), type species by monotypy 
Psaris cuvierii Swainson, 1821, junior synonym of Tityra viridis Vieillot, 1816; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name viridis 
Vieillot, 1816, as published in the binomen Tityra viridis (senior synonym 
of Psaris cuvierii Swainson, 1821, specific name of the type species of 
Pachyramphus Gray, 1840); 

(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 
Zoology the name Pachyramphus Gray, 1839, as suppressed in (1) above. 
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Comments on the proposed conservation of usage of the specific name of Eudendrium 
tenellum Allman, 1877 (Cnidaria, Hydrozoa) by the designation of a-neotype 
(Case 3315; see BZN 63: 8-11) 


(1) P. Schuchert 
Muséum d'histoire naturelle, 1, route de Malagnou, CH-1211 Genéve, Switzerland 


Marques & Vervoort proposed to designate a neotype for Eudendrium tenellum, 
despite the original type specimen still existing. The original type material of E. 
tenellum is of limited use as it lacks hydranths, but its nematocysts agree with the 
assertion that it is conspecific with E. capillare Alder, 1856 (based on my own 
observations of the type specimen and also a conclusion tentatively given by Marques 
& Vervoort). Although the nominal species E. tenellum was not objectively recog- 
nisable, several authors, although not a significant number, referred material to this 
species, mostly without examining the taxonomically essential nematocyst capsules. 
Without this information, the species identification within Eudendrium is not possible 
(this includes E. capillare). While many of the previous records are likely to have been 
of E. capillare (although most of these records cannot now be checked), some records 
were recognized as belonging to other species with different nematocysts, including E. 
tenellum described by Hirohito. 

Because only a few records of E. tenellum are actually based on nematocyst types, 
I disagree with Marques & Vervoort that E. tene/luwm sensu Hirohito is a well known 
and widespread species and that this usage should be stabilized. Hirohito’s E. 
tenellum has a polysiphonic colony, while E. tene/iun is otherwise portrayed as 
monosiphonic. This suggests that most other records of E. tenellum are unlikely to 
belong to the same species as Hirohito’s material. I am not convinced that the use of 
E. tenellum sensu Hirohito corresponds to general usage as claimed by the authors. 
I think it is likely that many previous records of E. tenellum were in fact of E. 
capillare—possibly as many or even more as of E. tene/lum sensu Hirohito—which 
makes it preferable to maintain the original type fixation. 

Eudendrium tenellum was originally described from the western Atlantic, from a 
region that also falls within the known distribution of E. capillare. By designating a 
specimen from Japan as the neotype, the scope of the original distribution of E. 
tenellum will be completely changed. This is certainly undesirable. Furthermore, the 
Code requires that a neotype should come as nearly as practicable from the original 
type locality. 

I therefore suggest that the current type fixation is maintained and E. tene/hun be 
treated as a subjective synonym of E. capillare, while Hirohito’s material be assigned 
to a new nominal species. 

To summarise why I oppose the application by Marques & Vervoort: 

(1) the original type and the proposed neotype come from biogeographically very 

distant areas (tropical W-Atlantic versus temperate N-Pacific); 

(2) the original type material still exists and provides sufficient data to allow E. 
tenellum to be tentatively synonymized with the well known species E. 
capillare; 

(3) many records of E. tenellum probably refer to E. capillare, and do not match 
well with the species scope of the proposed neotype material; 
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(4) E. tenellum sensu Hirohito cannot be considered a widespread and well-known 
species and should be assigned to a new nominal species. 


(2) A.C. Marques 
Departamento de Zoologia, Instituto de Biociéncias, Universidade de Sado Paulo, 
R. Matdao, Tray. 14, 101, 05508—900, Sao Paulo, SP, Brazil 


In his comment (above), Schuchert objected to the proposal to designate a neotype 
for Eudendrium tenellum, arguing that the original type specimen is still existing, 
although it is of limited value. His arguments are (1) that the original type and the 
proposed neotype come from biogeographically very distant areas (tropical 
W-Atlantic versus temperate N-Pacific); (2) that the original type material still exists 
and provides sufficient data to allow E. tene/hun to be tentatively synonymized with 
the well known species E. capillare; (3) that many records of E. tenellum probably 
refer to E. capillare, and do not match well with the species range of the proposed 
neotype material; (4) that E. tenellum sensu Hirohito cannot be considered a 
widespread and well known species and that this material would be better assigned to 
a new nominal species. 

The solution proposed by Schuchert, included in item (4) above, would also resolve 
the taxonomic problem although in a different way. I do not object to Schuchert’s 
solution but some considerations in his arguments and other facts may lead to a 
decision. 

Concerning item (1) above, the original application (Marques & Vervoort, 2006) 
made clear that the neotype we proposed for Eudendrium tenellum was not in accord 
with the original sense of the author, but would satisfy the use of the species in the 
sense of subsequent authors. It follows that the geographic location of Allman’s 
holotype is not a concern in the solution of the problem, as argued by Schuchert. This 
was the reason why we proposed a neotype from Japan, because the material is well 
preserved and reflects the morphology of the species as used by authors since 1950 (as 
far as I know, the binomen E. tene/lum is cited in 22 references since 1950, but only 
five by three different authors include descriptions). Furthermore, neotypes from 
other localities were proposed in analogous cases (e.g. Lindner & Calder, 2000; see 
also Opinion 1986, BZN 59: 51, March 2002). 

Concerning item (2) above, the deseription of Eudendrium tenellum Allman, 1877 
(p. 8, pl. 4, figs. 3-4) is incomplete and could refer to many species in the genus 
Eudendrium. The nematocysts of the type material of E. tenelhwm may indeed 
corroborate the hypothesis that the species is conspecific with E. capillare Alder, 1856 
(see Naumov, 1960, p. 224; Christiansen, 1972, p. 290; Marques & Vervoort, 2006, 
p. 9; and Schuchert’s comments). However, the same cnidome and trophosomal 
morphology of E. capillare is observed in many other species of Eudendrium that 
would require sexual characters to be clearly diagnosed (see discussion in Marques, 
2001, pp. 349-350). As a consequence, specimens of E. capillare are recorded for 
many places, being considered possibly cosmopolitan (Watson, 1985, p. 185; 
Marques, Pena Cantero & Vervoort, 2000, p. 201). Therefore, the synonymy of E. 
tenellum with E. capillare must be regarded as tentative as highlighted by Marques & 
Vervoort (2006, p. 9). 
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Concerning item (3) above, the widespread occurrence of E. capillare, as already 
demonstrated, is most probably an artifact resulting from imprecise historical 
taxonomy and generalizations. Schuchert suggests that ‘many records of E. tenellum 
probably refer to E. capillare’, but this generalization on the synonymy does not 
resolve the taxonomic problem that has arisen and given rise to the chaotic situation 
found for the poorly defined and presumably cosmopolitan species E. capillare. In 
fact, Marques & Vervoort (2006, p. 9) gave a partial (but not exhaustive) list of 
authors who recorded specimens assigned to E. tene/lum, but there are at least 65 
references to the species. There is no possibility of determining how many of these 
references are, indeed, to E. capillare, and most records should be ignored if no 
further study of the original material is possible. 

Item (4) above is the most important aspect of Marques & Vervoort’s and 
Schuchert’s proposals, and in which we disagree. This refers to the acceptance of E. 
tenellum auct. Basically, Schuchert considered the neotype inappropriate because it is 
‘fascicled’ and, therefore, would differ from most of the records previously assigned 
to E. tenellum. This would indeed make the neotype unrepresentative of the meaning 
of previous authors and therefore unsuitable to be considered as widespread and well 
known. However, the colony is unfascicled, as correctly described by Hirohito (1988, 
p. 88). We (Marques & Vervoort, 2006, p. 9, caption of fig. A) mistakenly described 
the colony as fascicled and generated the confusion. Therefore, it is not possible 
based only on morphology (unless for those studies including description of the 
gonophores, as in Calder, 1972), to determine whether colonies previously described 
as E. tenellum refer to E. capillare or to the proposed neotype. 

Finally, the genus Eudendrium has many nominal species (over 100) that do not fit 
with well-established species. Based on these arguments, I propose to follow the 
suggestion Vervoort and I put forward, even though Schuchert’s proposal would also 
resolve the nomenclatural problems. 
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Comment on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Helix papillaris 
Miller, 1774 (currently Papillifera papillaris; Mollusca, Gastropoda) 
(Case 3319; see BZN 62: 130-133; 63: 46-47, 130-131) 


F. Giusti and G. Manganelli 


Dipartimento di Scienze Ambientali, Universita di Siena, Via Mattioli 4, 
I-53100 Siena, Italy (e-mail for Prof. Giusti: giustif@unisi.it) 
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We thank Welter-Schultes (BZN 63: 46-47) for expounding frankly his ideas 
on how to manage problems of nomenclature in his refusal of our application. 
We stress, however, that his ideas are not in line with the Code. For example, he 
writes (p. 46): ‘I think that a simple species taxon possibly being threatened by a 
senior synonym alone does not justify an application to the Commission. Helix 
papillaris is not the type species of an important genus . . . and a few lines further on: 
‘Species names have to be replaced by older synonyms . . . Although Papillifera 
papillaris is a well-known name, I could also live with this name being changed’. 
These phrases indicate that he disagrees with some of the main principles of the Code, 
namely: 

(1) ‘The Code . . . provides the name that is to be used for a taxon whatever 

taxonomic limits and rank are given to it’ (Point 2 of Principles, p. xix); 

(2) ‘Nomenclatural rules are tools that are designed to provide maximum stability 
compatible with taxonomic freedom. . . . Therefore the rules must enable the 
Principle of Priority to be set aside on occasions when its application would be 
destructive of stability or universality, or would cause confusion’ (Point 4 of 
Principles, p. xx). 

The latter point is particularly interesting in our case, because in the last 50 years 
papillaris has been cited much more often than bidens (a list of citations is held by the 
Commission Secretariat). 

In any case, as we demonstrated in our application, problems of priority are 
secondary: Turbo bidens Linnaeus, 1758 is not a senior synonym of Helix papillaris 
Miller, but a different species characterized by reddish shell (‘rufescens’) with simply 
crenulate suture (‘sutwra subcrenata’). 

Almost anything is possible, but the suggestion that Lmnaeus may have examined 
an ‘old and eroded’ shell in which ‘the white dots’ (the dots are presumably papillae) 
‘are expressed much more faintly than in fresh shells’, seems unlikely, since Linnaeus 
described the shell as ‘pellucida’, i.e. transparent and therefore fresh. 

Confusion between the two species is impossible since the description given by 
Miller (1774) for his Helix papillaris is anything but ‘not clear enough’ as 
Welter-Schultes claims (against Giusti & Manganelli, 2005, p. 131, para. 6). Indeed, 
it includes certain characters which, coexisting in a shell, are absolutely diagnostic of 
Miiller’s species: shell ashen-grey (‘cinerea’) with sutures bordered by a reddish band 
and with white papillae (‘intersectiones anfractuum fuscescunt, punctis elevatis sive 
papillis parvis candidis pulchre interstinctae’). ; 

As clearly stated by Giusti & Manganelli (2005, p. 132), the purpose of designating 
a neotype was only to establish a landmark for future morphological and molecular 
studies. 

The fact that Linnaeus (1767) included Bonanni (1684) in the list of references has 
no practical consequences, if not as a source of confusion, because Turbo bidens 
remains that defined by Linnaeus (1758). 

Finally, the last paragraph of Welter-Schultes’s comment contains personal 
considerations which are irrelevant to the present problem. These. considerations 
could be more appropriately advanced in the event of a revision of the Code. 
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Comment on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Cambalida coriacea 
Simon, 1909 (Arachnida, Araneae) by the suppression of Castianeira fulvipes Simon, 
1896 

(Case 3331; see BZN 63: 17-19) 


Otto Kraus 


Zoologisches Institut & Zoologisches Museum, Martin-Luther-King-Platz 3, 
20146 Hamburg, Germany 


There is no need to conserve the name Cambalida coriacea Simon, 1909. Decisive 
reasons for this view were mentioned in para. 2 of the original application: “The 
CORINNIDAE remains one of the most poorly-studied families of spiders . . .°; see also 
similar remarks in the applicant’s para. 4. Since their original introduction and until at 
least 1995, all names in question were not used again, and afterwards in a very few 
exceptions: Castianeira fulvipes Simon, 1896, Cambalida coriacea Simon, 1909 and 
Cambalida fulvipes Simon, 1909. No prevailing usage exists. Hence, stability of practi- 
cally unused names cannot be threatened. The case should be solved by regular 
application of the Code. One species should be named Cambalida fulvipes (Simon, 
1896), with the junior subjective synonym C. coriacea Simon, 1909. According to 
Article 60 of the Code and without any harm, the secondary homonymy in the other 
species should be solved by replacing C. fulvipes Simon, 1909 by a new substitute name. 


Comment on the proposed precedence of the specific name of Buprestis sexsignata 
Say, 1839 (Insecta, Coleoptera) over those of Chrysobothris ignipes Gory & 
Laporte, 1838 and Chrysobothris germari Gory & Laporte, 1838 

(Case 3302; see BZN 63: 36-38) 


Richard L. Westcott 


Plant Division, Oregon Department of Agriculture, 635 Capitol NE, Salem, 
OR 97301-2532, U.S.A. 


In my opinion there can be no reasonable objection to accepting this proposal. The 
species is widespread and common in the eastern United States and has been cited 
many times in the literature. T.C. MacRae provides clear evidence why the Gory & 
Laporte names should be considered nomina oblita. To resurrect either of them from 
synonymy, thus making invalid a widely used name, Chrysobothris sexsignata 
(Say),would cause much confusion and work against stability. 

Therefore, I urge the acceptance of MacRae’s proposal. 


Comment on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Celaenorrhinus ratna 
Fruhstorfer, 1908 (Insecta, Lepidoptera) 
(Case 3339; see BZN 63(2): 114-117) 


Rienk de Jong 


Department of Entomology, Nationaal Natuurhistorisch Museum Naturalis, 
PO Box 9517, 2300 RA Leiden, The Netherlands 
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The authors have made a strong case which I fully endorse. In many cases 
identification is not easy among Asian Celaenorrhinus species. With ca. 100 names 
available it is important that nomenclatural matters do not hamper identification and 
access to literature. The authors have made a thorough search of the relevant 
literature, and we can be confident that the name proposed to be suppressed has not 
ever been used since its introduction in 1907, except for the record mentioned. To 
further support their claim I like to add that the most complete worldwide catalogue 
of names in HESPERIIDAE to date, Bridges (1994), a considerably enlarged version of 
Bridges (1988), incorrectly listed as Bridges (1993, 1998), does not mention Mat- 
sumura’s name either. The correct references are: 


Bridges, C.A. 1983. Lepidoptera: Hesperiidae, Notes on Species-group names. 274 pp. Bridges, 
Urbana. 

Bridges, C.A. 1988. Catalogue of Hesperiidae (Lepidoptera: Rhopalocera). 590 pp. Bridges, 
Urbana. 

Bridges, C.A. 1994. Catalogue of the Family-group, Genus-group and Species-group names of the 
Hesperiidae (Lepidoptera) of the World. 644 pp. Bridges, Urbana. 


Comment on the proposed conservation of Palamopus E. Hitchcock, 1845 
(Ichnotaxa, Reptilia?) 
(Case 3348; see BZN 62: 237-239; 63: 49-50, 131-133) 


Emma C. Rainforth 


School of Theoretical and Applied Science, Ramapo College of New Jersey, 
505 Ramapo Valley Road, Mahwah NJ 07430, U.S.A. (e-mail: 
erainfor@ramapo.edu) 


1. Moser (see BZN 63: 131-133, para. 1) suggests that Sauroidichnites does not 
need to be suppressed because it is not a valid ichnogeneric name. However, when 
Sauroidichnites was named (Hitchcock, 1837) it was used only at the ichnogeneric 
level (being used only in binominal combinations with ichnospecies), and not as a 
supra-ichnogeneric taxon; it was only later used (homonymously) as a supra- 
ichnogeneric taxon (Hitchcock, 1841). Thus, from its first usage, Sawroidichnites is a 
valid and available ichnogeneric name, and requires either suppression or conserva- 
tion. If we were to follow Moser’s arguments in para. 1, and instead argue that 
Sauroidichnites and the other pre-1845 ichnogenera were not (or not intended to be) 
ichnogeneric names (valid and/or available or otherwise), but only supra- 
ichnogeneric names, then the pre-1845 ichnospecies names would not be valid 
(validity requiring that the ichnospecific name is associated with an ichnogeneric 
name, whether that be valid or available or not; Article 11.9.3). In turn, the next valid 
and available names would be those published (for the most part) in 1845 — which 
include many objective synonyms of the earlier names. We have then completely 
destabilized Early Jurassic tetrapod ichnological nomenclature — because, since 1915, 
all workers in the field have used the older (pre-1845) names. Fortunately, all of the 
pre-1845 ichnogeneric names (Ornithichnites, Sauroidichnites, Batrachoidichnites, 
Tetrapodichnites) can be shown to have been used in binominal nomenclature (and 
thus used as ichnogeneric names), and so the species associated with them are valid 
and available (unless other reasons are present). 
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2. Ornithichnites palmatus Hitchcock, 1836 (currently Palamopus palmatus) is the 
type species of Sauroidichnites Hitchcock, 1837 by explicit bibliographic reference; 
Ornithichnites palmatus is both valid and available from its original publication 
(Hitchcock, 1836). When Hitchcock (1845) renamed and reclassified all of his 
ichnites, he stated the type species of Palamopus to be Palamopus anomalus; but P. 
anomalus is the same species as O. palmatus, having the same description and being 
based on the same material (including having the same type specimen); Palamopus 
anomalus is merely an unjustified replacement name for Ornithichnites palmatus. 
Therefore, P. anomalus was never a valid name, although it is an available name. 
Thus, the type ichnospecies of Palamopus 1s Ornithichnites palmatus. 

3. Moser (para. 4) suggests that I was incorrect in stating that four works had used 
Palamopus as the ichnotaxon name. He speculates that Kuhn (1963) did not consider 
pre-1845 names to be valid; however, the simple fact that Kuhn gave an 1841 date 
for palmatus indicates he did consider pre-1845 names valid and available. Moser 
(para. 4) also suggests that Kuhn (1963) and others (e.g. Haubold, 1971) followed 
Hay (1902) in not accepting the pre-1845 names; however Lull (1915, revised in 1953) 
and Hay (1930) used and accepted the availability and validity of the pre-1845 ichno- 
specific names (but only the availability, and not the validity, of the pre-1845 
ichnogeneric names); Hay (1930) also explicitly stated that he did not consider his 
1902 work to be nomenclaturally binding. Lull’s 1953 tome is considered the key 
modern reference for Early Jurassic ichnology (and Hitchcock’s material in particu- 
lar), and its nomenclatural system (i.e. Hitchcock’s pre-1845 species names) 1s 
followed by modern workers and 1s infused throughout the literature. Finally, Olsen 
& Padian (1986) only tentatively subjectively synonymized Palamopus palmatus and 
Batrachopus deweyi — using Palamopus rather than Sauroidichnites as the valid 
ichnogeneric ‘home’ for the ichnospecies palmatus. Of the few workers (other 
than Hitchcock) that have even mentioned this ichnotaxon since 1844 (see Rainforth, 
2005 and Moser, 2006), it is critical to note that none has considered Sauroidichnites 
to be the valid ichnogeneric name; they have all treated Palamopus or one of its 
subjective or objective synonyms as the valid name. 

4. Moser (para. 5) suggests that my previous (Rainforth, 2005) reasoning does not 
support the suppression of Sauroidichnites. I stress, however, that 100% of the 
usage — (whether ‘prevailing’ or not by the current Code’s standards) since 1844 has 
been of an ichnogeneric name other than Sauroidichnites (whether that be Palamopus 
or an objective or subjective synonym), and usage of pa/matus rather than anomalus 
as the valid (and available) name. Due to the inherent problems with retention of 
Sauroidichnites (alluded to by Lucas, 2006), which is both valid and available as an 
ichnogeneric name from its original publication (in which it was only used as an 
ichnogenus, not as a supra-ichnogeneric taxon), it is important that it be suppressed. 
Contra to Moser (para. 6), we cannot simply argue the name away as an unavailable 
name (on the basis of homonymy with a supra-ichnogeneric taxon) to get rid of the 
problem, because, in the original publication (Hitchcock, 1837), the name is only 
used in binominal combination, i.e. as an ichnogenus; it was not used as a 
supra-ichnogeneric name until 1841. 

5. A final philosophical note. Edward Hitchcock’s concept of ichnogenera changed 
in 1845, when the ichnospecies previously referred to Sauroidichnites were transferred 
to seven ichnogenera including Palamopus (the destination for the type ichnospecies 
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of Sauroidichnites). It is desirable to retain Palamopus, because Hitchcock’s three 
pre-1845 ichnogenera were named as the footprints made by three different classes of 
tetrapods, whereas the 1845 and later ichnogenera were named under a new 
philosophy in which ichnogenera were distinguished with much higher morphological 
resolution, representing individual animal species or genera. As a result, Palamopus 
and Sauroidichnites are philosophically different, and have different diagnoses, 
descriptions, and species compositions. Retaining Sauroidichnites (in place of 
Palamopus) for Ornithichnites palmatus would thus essentially be mixing ichno- 
taxonomic apples (the 1836-1844 ichnogenera) and oranges (the 1845 and later 
ichnogenera). 


Additional reference 


Hay, O.P. 1930. Second Bibliography and Catalogue of the Fossil Vertebrata of North 
America. Carnegie Institute of Washington Publication, 390-2: 1-1074. 
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OPINION 2156 (Case 3262) 


Nautilus spengleri Gmelin, 1791 (currently Calcarina spengleri) and 
Calcarina hispida Brady, 1876 (Foraminiferida): usage of the specific 
names conserved by the designation of a replacement neotype for 
Nautilus spengleri 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the prevailing usage of both Nautilus 
spengleri Gmelin, 1791 (the type species of the prominent reef foraminiferan genus 
Calcarina @’Orbigny, 1826 (family CALCARINIDAE)) and Calcarina hispida Brady, 1876 
is conserved by the designation of a replacement neotype for N. spengleri. In 1981, 
H.J. Hansen designated a neotype for N. spengleri, but this is a specimen of C. hispida 
Brady, 1876. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Foraminiferida; CALCARINIDAE; Calcarina 
spengleri; Calcarina hispida; foraminifera. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that all type fixations for the 
nominal species spengleri Gmelin, 1791, as published in the binomen Nautilus 
spengleri, are set aside and specimen NHMW Inv. Mi-541 is designated as the 
neotype of Nautilus spengleri. 
The entry on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology for Nautilus 
spengleri Gmelin, 1791 is hereby emended to record that it is to be interpreted 
by the neotype NHMW Inv. Mi-541 in the Naturhistorisches Museum, 
Vienna. 


—~ 
i) 
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History of Case 3262 

An application to conserve the prevailing usage of both Nautilus spengleri Gmelin, 
1791 (the type species of the prominent reef foraminiferan genus Calcarina 
d’Orbigny, 1826 (family CALCARINIDAE)), and Calcarina hispida Brady, 1876 by the 
designation of a replacement neotype for N. spengleri was received from Willem 
Renema (Nationaal Natuurhistorisch Museum, Leiden, The Netherlands) and 
Johann Hohenegger Unstitut fiir Palaeontologie, Universitat Wien, Wien, Austria) on 
19 December 2002. After correspondence the case was published in BZN 62: 64-67 
(June 2005). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the 
Commission’s website. No comments on this case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | January 2006 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 66. At the close of the voting period on 1 April 2006 
the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: — 19: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, 
Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 
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Negative votes: — none. 
No votes were received from Ng and Song. 


Original reference 


The following is the original reference to the name on an Official List emended by the ruling 
given in the present Opinion: 
spengleri, Nautilus, Gmelin, 1791, Systema Naturae Linnaei, Ed. 13, vol. 1(6), p. 3371. 
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OPINION 2157 (Case 3309) 


Rosacea Quoy & Gaimard, 1827: usage conserved; Desmophyes 
annectens Haeckel, 1888 and Rosacea plicata Bigelow, 1911: 
conserved (Cnidaria, Siphonophora) 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the usage of the generic name Rosacea 
Quoy & Gaimard, 1827 is conserved by the designation of R. plicata Bigelow, 1911 
as its type species, and the names Desmophyes annectens Haeckel, 1888 and Rosacea 
plicata Bigelow, 1911 are conserved for two widely distributed species of calycopho- 
ran prayid siphonophores. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Cnidaria; Siphonophora; PRAYIDAE; Desmo- 
phyes; Rosacea; Desmophyes annectens; Rosacea plicata; calycophoran prayid sipho- 
nophores. 


Ruling 
(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that: 

(a) the name plicata Quoy & Gaimard, 1827, as published in the binomen 
Rosacea plicata, and all uses of the name before that by Bigelow (1911) are 
suppressed for the purposes of both the Principle of Priority and the 
Principle of Homonymy; 

(b) all previous fixations of type species for the nominal genus Rosacea Quoy 
& Gaimard, 1827 are set aside and Rosacea plicata Bigelow, 1911 is 
designated as the type species. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Generic Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) Desmophyes Haeckel, 1888 (gender: masculine), type species by monotypy 
Desmophyes annectens Haeckel, 1888; 

(b) Rosacea Quoy & Gaimard, 1827 (gender: feminine), type species by 
designation in (1)(b) above Rosacea plicata Bigelow, 1911. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) annectens Haeckel, 1888, as published in the binomen Desmophyes 
annectens (specific name of the type species of Desmophyes Haeckel, 
1888): 

(b) plicata Bigelow, 1911, as published in the binomen Rosacea plicata and 
defined by the lectotype, designated as a neotype by Pugh & Harbison 
(1987), registered as BMNH Reg. No. 1939.6.10.1 in the Natural History 
Museum, London (specific name of the type species of Rosacea Quoy & 
Gaimard, 1827). 

The name plicata Quoy & Gaimard, 1827, as published in the binomen 

Rosacea plicata, is hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid 

Specific Names in Zoology (suppressed in (1)(a) above). 


—~ 
i) 
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History of Case 3309 

An application to conserve the usage of the generic name Rosacea Quoy & 
Gaimard, 1827 by the designation of R. plicata Bigelow, 1911 as its type species, and 
to conserve the names Desmophyes annectens Haeckel, 1888 and Rosacea plicata 
Bigelow, 1911 was received from Gillian M. Mapstone (Natural History Museum, 
London SW7 5BD, U.K.) and Philip R. Pugh (National Oceanography Centre, 
European Way, Southampton SO14 3ZH, U.K.) on 19 December 2003. After 
correspondence the case was published in BZN 61: 149-153 (September 2004). The 
title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. 
A comment in support of the application was published in BZN 62: 84. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | September 2005 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 61: 151. At the close of the voting period on | December 
2005 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: — 14: Bock, Brothers, Fortey, Halliday, Macpherson, Mahnert, 
Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, Nielsen, Papp, Rosenberg, Song and van Tol. 

Negative votes: — 6: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bouchet, Calder, Lamas, Patterson and 
Stys. 

Kerzhner abstained. 

Voting against, Alonso-Zarazaga, Bouchet; Lamas and Stys considered that 
Rosacea plicata Bigelow, 1911 should be regarded as a misidentification of Rosacea 
plicata Quoy & Gaimard, 1827 rather than a new name. Alonso-Zarazaga pointed 
out that the gender of the genus Desmophyes Haeckel, 1888 should be treated as 
masculine rather than feminine. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists and an Official 

Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 

annectens, Desmophyes, Haeckel, 1888, Report on the scientific results of the voyage of H.M:S. 
Challenger during the years 1872-76, Zoology, 28: 170. 

Desmophyes Haeckel, 1888, Jenaische Zeitschrift fiir Naturwissenschaft, 22: 36. 

plicata, Rosacea, Bigelow, 1911, Transactions of the Linnean Society of London, Series 2, 
Zoology, 10(10): 201-203. 

plicata, Rosacea, Quoy & Gaimard, 1827,-Annales des Sciences Naturelles (Series 1), 10: 177. 

Rosacea Quoy & Gaimard, 1827, Annales des Sciences Naturelles (Series 1), 10: 176-177. 


The following is the reference for the designation ofa lectotype (originally as a neotype) for 
Rosacea plicata Bigelow, 1911: 
Pugh, P.R. & Harbison, G.R. 1987. Bulletin of Marine Science, 41(1): 86. 
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OPINION 2158 (Case 3324) 


Tramea Hagen, 1861 (Insecta, Odonata): conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the name Tramea Hagen, 1861 is conserved 
for a group of common and widespread dragonflies by suppression of the senior 
objective synonym Trapezostigna Hagen, 1849. In addition, it is ruled that all 
previous fixations of type species for the nominal genus Tramea Hagen, 1861 before 
that by Kirby (1889) of Libellula carolina Linnaeus, 1763 are set aside. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Odonata; LIBELLULIDAE; Tramea; Trap- 
ezostigma; Tramea carolina; dragonflies. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that: 

(a) the generic name Trapezostigma Hagen, 1849 is suppressed for the purposes 
of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of Homonymy; 

(b) all fixations of type species for the nominal genus Tramea Hagen, 1861 
before the designation of Libellula carolina Linnaeus, 1763 by Kirby (1889) 
are set aside. 

(2) The name 7ramea Hagen, 1861 (gender: feminine), type species by subsequent 
designation by Kirby (1889) Libellula carolina Linnaeus, 1763 is hereby placed 
on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology. 

(3) The name carolina Linnaeus, 1763, as published in the binomen Libellula 
carolina (specific name of the type species of Tramea Hagen, 1861), is hereby 
placed on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology. 

(4) The name Trapezostigma Hagen, 1849 is hereby placed on the Official Index of 
Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology (suppressed in (1)(a) above). 


History of Case 3324 

An application to conserve the name Tramea Hagen, 1861 for a group of common 
and widespread dragonflies by suppression of the senior objective synonym Trap- 
ezostigma Hagen, 1849 and to set aside all previous fixations of type species for 
Tramea before that by Kirby (1889) of Libellula carolina Linnaeus, 1763 was received 
from K.-D.B. Dikstra and J. van Tol (National Museum of Natural History, 
Naturalis, Leiden, The Netherlands), J. Legrand (Muséum National d'Histoire 
Naturelle, Laboratoire d’Entomologie, F-75005 Paris, France) and G. Theischinger 
(Grays Point, N.S.W., Australia) on 21 July 2004. After correspondence the case was 
published in BZN 62: 68-71 (June 2005). The title, abstract and keywords of the case 
were published on the Commission’s website. No comments on this case were 
received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | January 2006 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 69-70. At the close of the voting period on 1 April 
2006 the votes were as follows: 
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Affirmative votes: — 18: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, 
Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes: — 1: Rosenberg. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists and an Official 
Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
carolina, Libellula, Linnaeus, 1763, Amoenitates Academicae, 6: 411. 
Tramea Hagen, 1861, Smithsonian Miscellaneous Collections, 4: 143. 
Trapezostigma Hagen, 1849, Entomologische Zeitung, Stettin, 10(6): 174. 


The following is the reference for the designation of Libellula carolina Linnaeus, 1763 as the 
type species of the nominal genus Tramea Hagen, 1861: 


Kirby, W.F. 1889. Transactions of the Zoological Society of London, 12: 268. 
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OPINION 2159 (Case 3072) 


Crioceris Geoffroy, 1762, Lilioceris Reitter, 1912 and other genus- 
group names with the suffix —ceris in the family CHRYSOMELIDAE 
(Insecta, Coleoptera): Official Correction of gender to feminine 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the gender of the names of two economi- 
cally important genera of beetles recognized as crop pests, Crioceris Geoffroy, 1762 
and Lilioceris Reitter, 1912, and other genus-group names with the suffix —ceris in the 
family CHRYSOMELIDAE are fixed as feminine. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; CHRYSOMELIDAE; Crioceris; Crioceris asparagi; 
Lilioceris; Lilioceris lilii; beetles; crop pests. 


Ruling 
(1) It is hereby ruled that the gender of generic names in the family CHRYSOMELI- 
DAE ending with the suffix —ceris are feminine. 
(2) The entries on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology for the following 
names are hereby emended to record that their gender is feminine: 
(a) Crioceris Geoffroy, 1762 (gender: feminine), type species by subsequent 
designation by the Commission Chrysomela asparagi Linnaeus, 1758, 
placed on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology in Opinion 908; 
(b) Lilioceris Reitter, 1912 (gender: feminine), type species by subsequent 
designation by Chtjo (1951) Attelabus lilii Scopoli, 1763, placed on the 
Official List of Generic Names in Zoology in Opinion 908. 


History of Case 3072 

An application to fix the gender as feminine for the names of two economically 
important genera of beetles, Crioceris Geoffroy, 1762 and Lilioceris Reitter, 1912, 
and other genus-group names with the suffix —ceris in the family CHRYSOMELIDAE was 
received from Michael Schmitt (Zoologisches Forschungsinstitut und Museum Alex- 
ander Koenig, Bonn, Germany) on 17 October 1997. After correspondence the case 
was published in BZN 62: 72-74 (June 2005). The title, abstract and keywords of the 
case were published on the Commission’s website. No comments on this case were 
received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | January 2006 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 73. At the close of the voting period on 1 April 2006 
the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes: — 19: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, 
Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes: — none. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 
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Original references 


The following are the original references to the names on an Official List emended by the 
ruling given in the present Opinion: t 
Crioceris Geoffroy, 1762, Histoire abrégée des insectes qui se trouvent aux environs de Paris, 
vol. 1, p. 237. 
Lilioceris Reitter, 1912, Fauna Germanica, 4: 79. 


The following is the reference for the designation of Attelabus lilii Scopoli, 1763 as the type 
species of the nominal genus Lilioceris Reitter, 1912: 


Chajo, M. 1951. Kagawa Agricultural College, Technical Bulletin, 2(2): 80. 
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OPINION 2160 (Case 3280) 


Melitaea nycteis Doubleday, 1847 (currently Chlosyne nycteis; Insecta, 
Lepidoptera): specific name conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the specific name Melitaea nycteis 
Doubleday, 1847 (currently Chlosyne nycteis) is conserved for a widespread North 
American species of butterfly (family NYMPHALIDAE) by suppression of the problem- 
atic name M. ismeria Boisduval & Le Conte, 1835. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Lepidoptera; NyMPHALIDAE; Melitaea; Chlosyne 
nycteis; Chlosyne gorgone; Chlosyne ismeria; butterflies. 


Ruling 
(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that the specific name ismeria 

Boisduval & Le Conte, 1835, as published in the binomen Melitaea ismeria, is 

suppressed for the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the 

Principle of Homonymy. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) gorgone Hubner, 1810, as published in the trinomen Dryas reticulata 
gorgone and as defined by the neotype (labelled: “Neotype 3, Dryas 
reticulata gorgone’, deposited in the McGuire Center for Lepidoptera and 
Biodiversity, Florida Museum of Natural History, Gainesville, Florida) 
designated by Gatrelle (1998): 

(b) nycteis Doubleday, 1847, as published in the binomen Melitaea nycteis and 
as defined by the holotype (B.M. Type no. Rh 8433 in the Natural History 
Museum, London). 

The name ismeria Boisduval & Le Conte, 1835, as published in the binomen 

Melitaea ismeria and as suppressed in (1) above, is hereby placed on the Official 

Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in Zoology. 


History of Case 3280 

An application to conserve the specific name Melitaea nycteis Doubleday, 1847 
(currently Chlosyne nycteis) (NYMPHALIDAE) was received from John V. Calhoun (977 
Wicks Drive, Palm Harbor, Florida 34684, U.S.A.), Lee D. Miller and Jacqueline Y. 
Miller (McGuire Center for Lepidoptera and Biodiversity, Florida Museum of Natural 
History, University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, U.S.A.) on 2 April 2003. After 
correspondence the case was published in BZN 62: 79-83 (June 2005). The title, 
abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. 
Comments in support of the application were published in BZN 62: 150-152. No 
comments opposing the case were received. 


— 
i) 
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Decision of the Commission 

On | January 2006 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 81. At the close of the voting period on 1 April 2006 
the votes were as follows: 
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Affirmative votes: — 19: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Calder, 
Fortey, Halliday, Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, 
Nielsen, Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes: — none. 

No votes were received from Ng and Song. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List and an 

Official Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 

gorgone, Dryas reticulata, Hiibner, 1810, Sammlung Exotischer Schmetterlinge, pl. [41], figs. 
1-2 

ismeria, Melitaea, Boisduval & Le Conte, 1835, Histoire générale et iconographie des 
lépidoptéres et des chenilles de Il’ Amérique septentrionale, p. 168, pl. 46. 

nycteis, Melitaea, Doubleday, 1847, The genera of diurnal Lepidoptera: comprising their generic 
characters, a notice of their habits and transformations and a catalogue of the species of each 
genus, vol. 1, pl. 23, fig. 3. 


The following is the reference for the designation of the neotype of Dryas reticulata gorgone 
Hiibner, 1810: 


Gatrelle, R.R. 1998. Taxonomic Report, 1(2): 5. 
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Mammal Species of the World. A taxonomic and geographic 
reference. 2005. Don E. Wilson & DeeAnn M. Reeder (Eds.). 

Ed. 3, 2 vols., 2142 pp. Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore. 
ISBN 0-8018-8221-4 


A nomenclatural review 


Anthea Gentry 


Littlewood, Copyhold Lane, Cuckfield, Haywards Heath, West Sussex, 
RH17 SEB, U.K. (e-mail: alantgentry@aol.com) 


Publication of the new edition of Mammal Species of the World is a considerable 
achievement and is most welcome. Once again it is edited by Don E. Wilson and 
DeeAnn M. Reeder. The previous edition was published in 1993 and since then there 
have been significant changes. The work is now presented in two volumes, the near 
doubling in size resulting from the inclusion of accepted subspecies, English 
vernacular names for each recognised species, authorship and dates for all synonyms, 
and a large increase in the number of bibliographic references (which include 
publications up to the end of 2003 and some works then in press). There has also been 
an increase from 4629 recognised species in 1993 to 5416 in the current edition. 
Volume 1 of the work (pp. 1-xxxv, 1-743) contains the list of 26 specialist 
contributors, preface, acknowledgments, introduction, list of museum abbreviations 
and all the orders except rodents; volume 2, which is larger, contains the rodents 
(pp. 745-1600), references (pp. 1601-1944), index of scientific names (pp. 1945-2115) 
and index of English vernacular names (pp. 2115-2142). 

The work covers extant and recently extinct species (those probably alive during 
the past 500 years). Information now given for each species includes the type locality, 
distribution, a complete list of synonyms including those for currently recognised 
subspecies, status in the IUCN Red list of threatened animals (2003), CITES 
appendices (2004) and the U.S. Endangered Species Act (2004), and a record of 
ICZN rulings. The work reflects the numerous taxonomic changes since the previous 
edition at both the species and higher levels (the 26 orders in the previous edition 
have now increased to 29). 

During my university studies I specialised in mammalogy and subsequently 
worked as a mammal palaeontologist. While employed in the ICZN Secretariat 
(1987-2002) I researched and published a number of mammal nomenclatural 
applications, sometimes co-authored with colleagues, relating to both Recent and 
fossil taxa. I also processed other mammal cases submitted by fellow workers. I was 
interested to see how names approved by the Commission had been treated in the 
new Mammal Species of the World. 

A number of applications submitted to the Commission sought to set aside a 
hitherto overlooked type species designation in order to conserve the current usage of 
one or more generic names. Such applications included Case 3058 (BZN 56: 136-141, 
June 1999) on the fur seal names Arctocephalus F. Cuvier, 1826 and Callorhinus 
Gray, 1859, and the sea lion names Oraria Péron, 1816 and Eumetopias Gill, 1866, 
and Case 3121 (BZN 56: 255-261, December 1999) on the rodent names Holochilus 
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Brandt, 1835, Proechimys J.A. Allen, 1899 and Trinomys Thomas, 1921. The 
Commission approved these applications in Opinion 1962 (BZN 57: 193-195, 
September 2000) and Opinion 1984 (BZN 58: 245-246, September 2001) respectively. 
The generic names have been included in the new edition of Mammal Species of the 
World, although the compilers of the group which includes Holochilus state that they 
have followed the application, apparently unaware of the definitive Commission 
ruling. 

Other applications sought to ratify the current spelling of a name by amending the 
originally published name. These included Case 3018 (BZN 56: 262-265, December 
1999) for the deer name Mazama gouazoubira (Fischer, 1814), Case 3033 (BZN 57: 
36-38, March 2000) for the rodent name Glirulus japonicus (Schinz, 1845), and Case 
3004 (BZN 55: 165-168, September 1998 and 57: 228-231, December 2000) for the 
primate family-group names LORISIDAE Gray, 1821, GALAGIDAE Gray, 1825 and 
INDRIDAE Burnett, 1828. These applications were approved in Opinion 1985 (BZN 
58: 247, September 2001), Opinion 1978 (BZN 58: 159-160, June 2001) and Opinion 
1995 (BZN 59: 65-67, March 2002) respectively; the corrected spellings have been 
incorporated in the new checklist. 

A number of applications sought to stabilise the usage of names by a ruling on 
their authorship and date. These included Case 3022 (BZN 58: 41-52, March 2001) 
for the publication Catalogue des mammiféres du Muséum National d’ Histoire 
Naturelle by E. Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire (1803) which included the mole name Scalopus 
and 22 specific names in several orders; Case 3178 (BZN 58: 126-132, June 2001) 
for the artiodactyl generic and family-group names Hippotragus and HIPPOTRAGINAE 
published by Sundevall (1845); and Case 2928 (BZN 51: 135-146, June 1994) for the 
generic names Philander (marsupial), Pteropus (bat), Glis, Cuniculus and Hydroch- 
oerus (rodents), Meles, Lutra and Hyaena (carnivores), Tapirus (perisso- 
dactyl), Tragulus and Giraffa (artiodactyls) published by Brisson (1762). The 
Commission took action in Opinion 2005 (BZN 59: 153-154, June 2002), Opinion 
2030 (BZN 60: 90-91, March 2003) and Opinion 1894 (BZN 55: 64-71, March 1998); 
the new edition of Mammal Species of the World now lists all the names with the 
appropriate authorship and date. The ruling on Brisson’s (1762) names has been 
welcomed by some contributors but not by others. The entry for Cuniculus records 
‘The generic name of this taxon has been debated . . . , but the nomenclatural 
instability of this genus was resolved by the ruling by the International Commission 
on Zoological Nomenclature (1998)- for the conservation of Cuniculus Brisson, 
1762’. The entry for GLIRIDAE, however, notes ‘the unfortunate ruling by the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature (1998) to conserve Glis 
Brisson’ and thereby ignores all the usage of the name and the support received, 
particularly from Europe-based zoologists (a full discussion on the usage of Glis 
was given in BZN 52: 90-91, March 1995). The long discussion on the identity and 
use of the name Tragulus by authors subsequent to Brisson (1762) is mostly 
irrelevant. 

Two applications, both related to bats, sought to ratify the majority usage of an 
earlier specific name where there were taxonomic difficulties. Case 3073 (BZN 56: 
182-186, September 1999) proposed to establish Pipistrellus pygmaeus (Leach, 1825) 
as the name for a cryptic species confused with P. pipistrellus (Schreber, 1774) until 
1993. The Commission approved the application in Opinion 2028 (BZN 60: 85-87, 
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March 2003) and, in Mammal Species of the World, P. mediterraneus Cabrera, 1904, 
the name preferred to P. pygmaeus by some workers, is listed among the synonyms. 
Case 3095 (BZN 56: 250-254, December 1999) proposed confirmation of the majority 
usage of Mystacina tuberculata Gray, 1843 and Chalinobus tuberculatus (J.R. Forster, 
1844). The Commission approved this application in Opinion 1994 (BZN 59: 63-64, 
March 2002) and in Mammal Species of the World both names have been adopted 
with M. velutina Hutton, 1872, the name preferred by a few workers in place of M. 
tuberculata, listed as a synonym. 

For many domesticated animals, especially artiodactyls, separate names exist for a 
wild species and its supposed domestic derivative. Very often the ‘domestic’ name 
predates the ‘wild’ one and, although a majority of writers have preferred to use the 
‘wild’ name for the wild species, there has been some confusion about the application 
of names and the significance to be read into one usage rather than another. In Case 
3010 (BZN 53: 28-37, March 1996) Juliet Clutton-Brock, Colin Groves and I 
proposed that, where there were traditionally separate names for a wild species and 
its domestic derivative, the majority usage for the wild species of the first available 
name based on a wild population should be stabilised. This affected 15 mammals and 
in these the name of the domesticate had been established by Linnaeus (1758, 1766) 
and a few other authors and was earlier or contemporary with the name of the wild 
ancestor. The name for the domesticate had been applied by a few authors to the wild 
species, thereby increasing the confusion mentioned above. 

Over the next six years our application received 28 out of 33 comments and five 
brief notes in favour of the proposals with considerable support from workers in 
zoology, archaeozoology, palaeontology, conservation, ecology, ethology and 
endangered species management. A few commentators were not in favour but this 
seemed to be because they had misunderstood the intention of the application: they 
assumed either that earlier names based on domestic forms were going to be 
discarded or that two alternative names would be adopted as valid for the wild 
species. We explained in published replies that neither assumption was correct. 

In March 2003 the Commission approved the proposals (Opinion 2027, BZN 60: 
81-84) and 15 names for wild mammal progenitor species were fixed as those based 
on wild populations. Names based on domestic forms can now only refer to 
domesticates. 

Despite Opinion 2027 the minority and now incorrect treatment of the names for 
wild and domestic forms in Mammal Species of the World has remained unaltered 
from the 1993 edition. In the chapters on the Perissodactyla and the Artiodactyla, 
compiled by Peter Grubb, names based on domestic forms have actually been used 
for wild species. Thus the Linnaean names Equus asinus and E. caballus, based on 
domestic forms, are used for both the wild and domestic ass and the horse 
respectively with the wild species’ names E. africanus Heuglin & Fitzinger, 1866 and 
E. ferus Boddaert, 1785 cited as synonyms. Similarly, Bos taurus Linnaeus, 1758, 
based on domestic cattle, is used for the extinct wild aurochs in preference to the 
almost universally used B. primigenius Bojanus, 1827. The Linnaean names Ovis aries 
and Capra hircus are still given as the wild progenitors of sheep and goats, which 
usually appear as O. orientalis Gmelin, 1774 and C. aegagrus Erxleben, 1777. This 
erroneous nomenclature has not been followed in other chapters: in the Carnivora 
Felis catus Linnaeus, 1758, the domestic cat, is treated as distinct from F. silvestris 
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Schreber, 1777, the wild cat, and in the Rodentia Cavia porcellus Linnaeus, 1758 is 
restricted to the domestic form of the guinea pig. 

In using the Linnaean names Eguus asinus, E. caballus, Camelus bactrianus 
(domestic Bactrian camel), Bos bubalis (domestic water buffalo) and B. grunniens 
(domestic yak) for wild species, Grubb notes the Commission ruling and states that 
it has not been demonstrated that most authors have used the names based on wild 
taxa for the species. On the contrary, the application (para. 7) cited 15 recent 
reference works in which the names based on wild populations have been used for the 
wild species, and noted that there were numerous publications in all fields which had 
adopted them. Moreover, many published comments supported our proposals, as 
noted above. 

In adopting the names Equus asinus and E. caballus, Grubb states that Opinion 
2027 did not explicitly specify which name was to be assigned to the whole species by 
those who consider wild and domestic populations to be conspecific. Again, in 
adopting the names Camelus bactrianus, Bos frontalis (domestic gaur), B. bubalis, B. 
grunniens, Ovis aries and Capra aegagrus, Grubb states that 1t might still be valid for 
those who consider the wild and domestic forms to be conspecific to employ the 
senior (domestic) name for the name of the species. In support of his statements 
Grubb cites a 1997 comment by Walter Bock, six years before the Opinion was 
published. It has to be pointed out that my colleagues and I replied to Bock in the 
same issue of the Bulletin (BZN 54(2), June 1997) and then published two further 
comments (BZN 58: 233-234, September 2001 and 59: 48-50, March 2002). We set 
out the situation in the usage of names for wild species with domestic derivatives, 
how this might be seen to differ from a strict interpretation of the Code, and the 
consequences that would result from Commission approval of the proposals. Our 
intentions regarding the names for wild and domestic forms, both when treated as 
separate species (two names) and when included in one species (one name), were 
stated in all three comments, and in both the second and third comments we made 
clear that “Approval of our proposals by the Commission will merely ratify the 
current nomenclatural situation: names based on wild populations will continue to be 
used for wild species and will include those for domestic forms if these are considered 
conspecific’. Similar comments were made by Corbet (BZN 53: 193), Kitchener (BZN 
53: 194) and Uerpmann (BZN 58: 231). Following all this, the outcome was that 
Opinion 2027 does state explicitly (BZN 60: 83): ‘The names listed [pp. 81—82] in the 
ruling above, which are the first avaifable names in use based on wild populations, 
apply to wild species and include those for their domestic derivatives if these are not 
distinguishable’. 

Grubb himself has admitted that Ovis aries and Bos frontalis, the names for 
domestic sheep and domestic gaur, have not been used for wild species and, more 
seriously, that all wild taxa recorded as endangered in IUCN (2003) and CITES 
(2004) publications have been listed under the names for the wild ancestral species. 

Another consideration reveals an unappreciated benefit of the Commission ruling 
which will eliminate much future confusion. Following publication of Opinion 2027, 
Gentry, Clutton-Brock & Groves (2004) set out the history and consequences of the 
ruling. We noted, citing recent papers, that genetic analyses have demonstrated that 
there are two or more lineages in several domestic animals (including cattle, water 
buffalo, sheep, goat, pig, horse, llama and alpaca) derived from two or more wild 
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ancestral species or subspecies from different geographical areas. There is also genetic 
evidence of hybridisation of domestic animals with wild species and other domestic 
forms during domestication. Still more recent publications (Dobney & Larson, 2006, 
and cited references; Zeder, Bradley, Emshwiller & Smith, 2006) have shown that the 
history of domestication 1s considerably more complex than originally thought and 
that the majority of modern domestic animals have multiple ancestors, often in 
different species. This makes it unsafe to assume a one-to-one equivalence between 
domesticates and single ancestors and to give it a formal expression in their names. 

Under Article 17.2 of the Code the availability of specific names for animals is not 
affected by hybrid origins, so Gentry et al. (2004) acted legitimately in recommending 
that names based on domestic forms be adopted for the domestic derivatives. Under 
Article 23.8, however, a specific name for an animal later found to be hybrid must not 
be used as the valid name for either, or any, of the parental species even if it is older 
than all other available names for them. In adopting names based on hybrid domestic 
animals for wild progenitor species Grubb has ignored this Article of the Code. 

To my knowledge the Code and Commission rulings have not hitherto been flouted 
on such a large scale and on such unsafe grounds. Applications submitted to the 
Commission to resolve nomenclatural difficulties are made on behalf of the zoologi- 
cal community as a whole. Publication of cases in the BZN and on the ICZN website 
includes an invitation to zoologists to comment or make alternative suggestions, and 
a two-thirds majority of those Commissioners voting is needed for approval of 
proposals. Decisions of the Commission are thus arrived at democratically and, in the 
interests of universality, clarity and stability, need to be followed. 
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INFORMATION AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR AUTHORS 


The following notes are primarily for those preparing applications to the Com- 
mission; other authors should comply with the relevant sections. Applications should 
be prepared in the format of recent parts of the Bulletin; manuscripts not prepared 
in accordance with these guidelines may be returned. 


General. Applications are requests to the Commission to set aside or modify the 
Code’s provisions as they relate to a particular name or group of names when this 
appears to be in the interest of stability of nomenclature. Authors submitting cases 
should regard themselves as acting on behalf of the zoological community and the 
Commission will treat all applications on this basis. Applicants should discuss their 
cases with other workers in the same field before submitting applications, so that they 
are aware of any wider implications and the likely reactions of other zoologists. 


Text. Typed in double spacing, this should consist of numbered paragraphs setting 
out the details of the case and leading to a final paragraph of formal proposals to the 
Commission. Text references should give dates and pages in parentheses, e.g. ‘Daudin 
(1800, p. 49) described ...’. The Abstract will be prepared by the Commission’s 
Secretariat. 


References. These should be given for all authors cited. Where possible, ten or more 
reasonably recent references should be given illustrating the usage of names which are 
to be conserved or given precedence over older names. The title of periodicals should 
be in full and in italics; numbers of volumes, parts, etc. should be in arabic figures, 
separated by a colon from page numbers. Book titles should be in italics and followed 
by the number of pages and plates, the publisher and place of publication. More 
detailed instructions on the preparation of references are given in BZN 59: 159-160. 


Submission of Application. One copy should be sent to: Executive Secretary, the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, c/o The Natural History 
Museum, Cromwell Road, London SW7 5BD, U.K. It would help to reduce the time 
it takes to process the large number of applications received if the typescript could be 
accompanied by a disk with copy in IBM PC compatible format, or the script sent via 
e-mail to ‘iczn@nhm.ac.uk’ within the message or as an attachment (disks and 
attachments to be in Word, rtf or ASCII text). 


Applications should be accompanied by photocopies of relevant pages of the main 
references if at all possible. 


The Commission’s Secretariat -is very willing to advise on all aspects of the 
formulation of an application. 
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Notices 


(1) Applications and correspondence relating to applications to the Commission 
should be sent to the Executive Secretary at the address given on the inside of the 
front cover and on the Commission website. English is the official language of the 
Bulletin. Please take careful note of instructions to authors (present in a one or two 
page form in each volume) as incorrectly formatted applications will be returned to 
authors for revision. The Commission’s Secretariat will answer general nomencla- 
tural (as opposed to purely taxonomic) enquiries and assist with the formulation of 
applications. As far as it can, the Secretariat will check the main nomenclatural 
references in applications. Correspondence should be by e-mail to ‘iczn@nhm.ac.uk’ 
where possible. 

(2) The Commission votes on applications eight months after they have been 
published, although this period is normally extended to enable comments to be 
submitted. Comments for publication relating to applications (either in support or 
against, or offering alternative solutions) should be submitted as soon as possible. 
Comments may be edited. 

(3) Requests for help and advice on the Code can be made direct to the 
Commission and other interested parties via the Internet. Membership of the 
Commission’s Discussion List is free of charge. You can subscribe and find out more 
about the list at http://list.afriherp.org/mailman/listinfo/iczn-list. 

(4) The Commission also welcomes the submission of general-interest articles on 
nomenclatural themes or nomenclatural notes on particular issues. These may deal 
with taxonomy, but should be mainly nomenclatural in content. Articles and notes 
should be sent to the Executive Secretary. 


New applications to the Commission 


The following new applications have been received since the last issue of the 
Bulletin (volume 63, part 3, 30 September 2006) went to press. Under Article 82 of the 
Code, the existing usage of names in the applications is to be maintained until the 
Commission’s rulings on the applications (the Opinions) have been published. 

CASE 3395: Geophilus linearis C.L. Koch, 1835 and Geophilus sorrentinus Attems, 
1903 (currently Stenotaenia linearis and S. sorrentina; Chilopoda): proposed conser- 
vation of the specific names. L. Bonato & A. Minelli. 

CASE 3396: Conus jaspideus Gmelin, 1791 (Mollusca, Gastropoda): proposed 
conservation of the specific name by designation of a neotype. A.J. Kohn & D.L.N. 
Vink. 

CASE 3397: Neoromicia Roberts, 1926 (Mammalia, VESPERTILIONIDAE): proposed 
correction of gender. M. Riccucci & B. Lanza. 
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Election of members of the International Commission on Zoological 
Nomenclature 


The following have been elected as members of the Commission: 


Dr NINA G. BOGUTSKAYA (Zoological Institute of the Russian Academy of 
Sciences, Universitetskaya emb. 1, 199034 St. Petersburg, Russia). Dr Bogutskaya’s 
research is mainly on cypriniform fishes (Teleostei: Cyprinidae) and addresses their 
morphology, taxonomy, and phylogenetic relationships. She also has expertise on 
freshwater fishes generally, particularly those of Eurasian river basins. 


Prof DAPHNE G. FAUTIN (KU Natural History Museum, and Department of 
Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, 1200 Sunnyside Drive, Lawrence, Kansas 66045, 
U.S.A.). Prof Fautin’s research focuses on sea anemones (Actiniaria), including 
their reproduction, taxonomy and phylogeny. She is currently developing a 
database for the taxonomy and biogeography of hexacorals. 


Dr MARK J. -GRYGIER (Lake Biwa Museum, Oroshimo 1091, Kusatsu, Shiga 
525-0001, Japan). Dr Grygier is an authority on the parasitic crustacean Ascot- 
horacida, as well as other Crustacea including certain isopods, copepods and 
barnacles, and the annelid group Myzostomida. 


Dr MAURICE KOTTELAT (Route de la Baroche 12, Case postale 57, CH-2952 
Cornol, Switzerland). Dr Kottelat is a specialist on freshwater fishes, especially as 
indicators of threatened ecosystems. He is currently President of the European 
Ichthyological Society. 


Dr FRANK-THORSTEN KRELL (Head, Coleoptera Division, Department of 
Entomology, Natural History Museum, Cromwell Road, London SW7 5BD, U.K.). 
Dr Krell specialises on the taxonomy, systematics, diversity and palaeontology of 
scarab beetles. 


Dr SVEN O. KULLANDER (Department of Vertebrate Zoology, Swedish Museum 
of Natural History, POB 50007, SE-104 05 Stockholm, Sweden). Dr Kullander 
works on the taxonomy and systematics of a wide variety of fishes, and is the world 
authority on Neotropical cichlids. 


Prof LEE-HONG SUSAN LIM Unstitute of Biological Sciences, University of 
Malaya, 50603 Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia). Prof Lim is a specialist on monogenean 
platyhelminth parasites and hyperparasites, particularly those affecting both 
marine and freshwater fishes. 


Dr THOMAS PAPE (Natural History Museum of Denmark, Universitetsparken 15, 
DK-2100, Copenhagen, Denmark). Dr Pape’s research is primarily focused on 
taxonomy, systematics, phylogeny and evolution of Diptera with special emphasis 
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on the Tachinidae family-group (Calliphoridae, Oestridae, Rhinophoridae, Sar- 
cophagidae, Tachinidae). He is also a collaborator on the Biosystematic Database 
of World Diptera. 


Dr RICHARD PYLE (Department of Natural Sciences, Bishop Museum, 1525 
Bernice St., Honolulu, HI 96817 Hawaii, U.S.A.). Dr Pyle’s main specialism is the 
taxonomy and biogeography of coral-reef fishes. Other areas of expertise include 
the use of advanced diving technology to study biodiversity in deep tropical coral 
reefs, and database systems for managing biodiversity information. 


Dr ZHI-QIANG ZHANG (Landcare Research, Private Bag 92170, Auckland, New 
Zealand). Dr Zhang conducts research on the systematics, diversity and ecology of 
the Acari, resulting in over 150 publications. He is also both editor and founder of 
the journal Zootaxa. 
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INTERNATIONAL TRUST FOR ZOOLOGICAL 
NOMENCLATURE 


Financial Report for the year 2005 


The main work of the Commission during the year was on applications from 
zoologists in 14 countries to resolve problems of zoological nomenclature. These were 
published in the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature, together with Opinions 
(rulings) made by the Commission on other cases. Further applications were under 
consideration. Advice was given by the Commission’s Secretariat in response to a 
large number of enquiries on matters of nomenclature from zoologists worldwide. 

Dr Simon Coppard was appointed during the year as Development Officer 
supported by the Wellcome Trust. His role has been particularly to improve the 
Commission Website and to assist with the development of ZooBank—the online 
open-access register for animal names and nomenclatural acts in zoology. 

Extra salary costs incurred by the Commission’s Secretariat during 2005, partially 
through the essential hiring on a part-time basis of Dr Svetlana Nikolaeva, 
contributed towards a deficit of £9,510 for the year. This deficit should be viewed in 
the light of the surplus of £24,533 obtained in 2004, during the main initial period of 
the Appeal. 

Total income received by the Trust consisted of £32,624 for all publications 
produced by the Commission, £43,130 from Appeal and general donations, and 
£9,213 in bank interest and investment income, bringing the total income for the year 
to £84,967. 

Expenditure in 2005 was £81,609 on salaries and fees of the Secretariat of the 
Commission, £2,431 on the Appeal (excluding salaries), £8,266 for printing the 
Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature and for the distribution of all publications, and 
£2,171 for office expenses, bringing the total expenditure to £94,477. 

The Secretariat of the Commission continued to be housed in the Natural History 
Museum, London, whom we thank for their support. The Trust wishes to express its 
thanks to all the donors listed below who have contributed to the continuation of 
its work during the year for the international zoological and palaeontological 
community. 


Donations were received from:  - 
American Association for Zoological Nomenclature 
American Society of Parasitologists 
Ancaster Trust 
Dr P. Ashmole 
Australian Society of Parasitologists 
Canadian Society of Zoologists 
Lord Cranbrook 
Entomological Society of Canada 
Gatsby Charitable Foundation 
Dr D.L. Harrison 
Japanese Society of Systematic Zoology 
John Ellerman Foundation 
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Malacological Society of London 

Marine Biological Association, U.K. 

Royal Danish Academy of Sciences and Letters 
Royal Entomological Society of London 

Royal Society of London 

Dr J. Taverne 

Dr F.C. Thompson 

Zoological Society of London 


P.L. Forey, Secretary and Managing Director 
M.K. Howarth, former Secretary and Managing Director 


INTERNATIONAL TRUST FOR ZOOLOGICAL NOMENCLATURE 


INCOME AND EXPENDITURE ACCOUNT FOR THE YEAR ENDED 


31 DECEMBER 2005 


Income 
SALE OF PUBLICATIONS 
Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature £27,218 
International Code of Zoological Nomenclature 4,326 
Official Lists and Indexes 922 
Centenary History 158 


APPEAL FUND, GRANTS AND DONATIONS 
INTEREST RECEIVED 
INVESTMENT INCOME 


Expenditure 
SALARIES, NATIONAL INSURANCE AND FEES 
OFFICE EXPENSES 
PRINTING OF BULLETIN AND DISTRIBUTION OF 
PUBLICATIONS 
PRINTING OF APPEAL BROCHURES 
DEPRECIATION OF OFFICE EQUIPMENT 


DEFICIT FOR THE YEAR CARRIED TO BALANCE SHEET 


43,130 
1,168 
8,045 

84,967 


81,609 
1,388 


8,266 
2,431 
783 
94,477 


£9,510 
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Case 3353 


Obovaria Rafinesque, 1819 (Mollusca, Bivalvia): proposed conservation 
of usage by designation of Unio retusa Lamarck, 1819 as the type 
species of Obovaria 


Arthur E. Bogan 


North Carolina State Museum of Natural Sciences, Research Laboratory, 
4301 Reedy Creek Road, Raleigh, NC 27607, U.S.A. (e-mail: 
Arthur.Bogan@ncmail.net) 


James D. Williams 


Florida Museum of Natural History, Museum Road, University of Florida, 
Gainesville, FL 32611-7800, U.S.A. 


Jeffrey T. Garner 


Alabama Division of Wildlife and Freshwater Fisheries, 350 County Road 
275, Florence, AL 35633, U.S.A. 


Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 70.2 of the Code, is to 
conserve the current usage of the widely used name Obovaria Rafinesque, 1819 
(freshwater bivalve from the eastern United States) by the designation of Unio retusa 
Lamarck, 1819 as the type species of Obovaria. The type species of Obovaria is at 
present Obovaria obovalis Rafinesque, 1820, which is an unused senior subjective 
synonym of Unio ebenus Lea, 1831 (currently Fusconaia ebena). The designation of 
Obovaria obovalis as the type species by Herrmannsen (1847) has never been adopted, 
and in current usage Unio retusa Lamarck, 1819 has universally been accepted as the 
type species of Obovaria. It is proposed that Obovaria obovalis Rafinesque, 1820 be 
suppressed. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Bivalvia; UNIONIDAE; Obovaria; Fusconaia; 
Obovaria obovalis; Obovaria retusa; Obovaria torsa; Fusconaia ebena; eastern United 
States; freshwater mussei. 


1. Rafinesque (1819, p. 426) established the genus Obovaria for a freshwater bivalve 
and listed six species names (O. obovalis, O. subrotunda, O. syntoxis, O. retusa, O. 
crassa and O. torsa), all now considered nomina nuda. Rafinesque (1820, p. 311) 
described the genus Obovaria and included six described species: O. obovalis (p. 311), 
O. torsa (p. 311), O. pachostea, O. striata, O. stegaria and O. cordata, but did not 
designate a type species. 

2. Herrmannsen (1847, p. 132) designated Obovaria obovalis Rafinesque, 1820 as 
the type species for the genus Obovaria. 

3. Obovaria obovalis Rafinesque, 1820, considered as a nomen dubium from 1836 
to 2006 by most authors (e.g. Lea, 1836, 1838, 1852, 1870; Simpson, 1900, 1914; 
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Burch, 1975), is a senior subjective synonym of Unio ebenus Lea, 1831 (p. 84). This 
synonymy was established by Vanatta (1915, p. 558), whe listed and identified the 
Rafinesque specimens from the Poulson Collection housed in the Mollusk Collection 
of the Academy of Natural Sciences of Philadelphia. We have not found any usage 
of Obovaria obovalis as a valid name in the literature since the time it was designated 
the type species of Obovaria by Herrmannsen (1847). Vanatta (1915) clearly stated 
that he was not using the Rafinesque names, including Obovaria obovalis, as valid. 
Ortmann & Walker (1922, p. 44) stated that the species O. obovalis could not be 
recognized, but cited Vanatta (1915) as having recognized the so-called Rafinesque- 
Poulson type as Unio ebenus Lea, 1831. Frierson (1927), Haas (1969a) and Parmalee 
& Bogan (1998) erroneously listed O. obovalis as a junior synonym of Obovaria 
pachostea Rafinesque, 1820 and Amblema antrosa Rafinesque, 1820, which are 
presumed senior synonyms of Unio ebenus Lea, 1831. Johnson & Baker (1973, p. 163, 
pl. 4, fig. 1) designated a lectotype for O. obovalis, but this was done as a matter of 
curatorial routine and there is no evidence that Johnson & Baker intended to use the 
name O. obovalis as valid. The name Unio obovalis Rafinesque, 1820 was mentioned 
by Haas (1969a) as the type species of the nominal subgenus Obovaria but it is likely 
that he did not intend to use Unio obovalis Rafinesque, 1820 as valid. 

4. We argue that stability is best served by continuing the long-established use of 
Unio ebenus Lea, 1831 (currently Fusconaia ebena) for a species that was originally 
named Obovaria obovalis by Rafinesque (1820). Unio ebenus has been used 
extensively in unionid literature for the past 170 years (e.g. Lea, 1836, 1838, 1852, 
1870; Simpson, 1900, 1914; Haas, 1969a, b). It is not very certain whether the historic 
use of Obovaria obovalis meets Article 23.9.1.1 of the Code (Names not used as valid 
after 1899), because according to our records the name was used twice after 1899, 
although possibly not as valid. We choose to maintain the current use of Fusconaia 
ebena and, according to Article 23.9.2 of the Code (Prevailing usage), to use U. ebenus 
Lea, 1831 (nomen protectum) over Obovaria obovalis Rafinesque, 1820 (nomen 
oblitum). Considering that there is some uncertainty about the valid use of the name 
Obovaria obovalis Rafinesque, 1820 after 1899, we propose to formally suppress it. 

5. Agassiz (1852, p. 46) selected Obovaria torsa Rafinesque, 1820 (a junior 
subjective synonym of Unio retusa Lamarck, 1819) as the type species of Obovaria. 
However, he was not very clear as to his preference between the names Unio retusa 
Lamarck, 1819 and Obovaria torsa Rafinesque, 1820. Although Obovaria torsa was 
among species originally included in Obovaria by Rafinesque (1820), this was not a 
valid subsequent type species designation (Article 69.1—Type species by subsequent 
designation) because it was preceded by a valid type species designation by 
Herrmannsen (1847), to which Agassiz (1852) made no reference. However, Agassiz’s 
designation has become accepted and widely used in the literature. Fischer (1886) 
used Obovaria with the type species Unio retusa Lamarck, 1819 but made no mention 
of the designation of the type species of Obovaria by Agassiz (1852). Even in the 
absence of the earlier valid designation of the type species by Herrmannsen (1847) 
and a later designation by Agassiz (1852), this would be an invalid type species 
designation as U. retusa Lamarck, 1819 was not a name originally included in 
Obovaria, and no indication was made about the synonymy between U. retusa 
Lamarck and Obovaria torsa Rafinesque, 1820 (Article 69.2.2 of the Code—Type 
species not originally included in a genus). Simpson (1900, p. 599) was unsure about 
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the synonymy of Obovaria torsa Rafinesque, 1820 but listed the type species of 
Obovaria as Unio retusa Lamarck, 1819 and made no mention of the type species 
designations by Herrmannsen (1847), Agassiz (1852), or Fischer (1886). Ortmann 
(1912) followed Simpson (1900) by using retusa as the type species and provided 
detailed anatomical treatment of the species included in Obovaria. Simpson (1914) 
listed U. retusa Lamarck, 1819 as the type species of Obovaria and cited Ortmann 
(1912) but made no reference to Herrmannsen (1847), Agassiz (1852), or Fischer 
(1886). Haas (1969a, pp. 419, 420) recorded Unio retusa Lamarck, 1819 as the type 
species of the genus Obovaria, but gave Unio obovalis Rafinesque, 1820 as the type 
species of the nominal subgenus Obovaria (violation of Article 67.1.1 of the Code—A 
nominal genus and its nominotypical subgenus must have the same type species). 
Numerous authors have used Obovaria with the type species U. retusa since Simpson 
(1900), including Walker, 1918a, b; Frierson, 1927; Baker, 1928; Clench, 1959; 
Parmalee, 1967; Burch, 1973, 1975; Parmalee et al., 1980, 1982; Turgeon et al., 1988, 
1998; Vaught, 1989; Ahlstedt, 1992; Haag & Warren, 1995; Hoggarth, 1999; Hughes 
& Parmalee, 1999; Millard, 2001 and others. The acceptance of Obovaria obovalis 
Rafinesque, 1820 as the type species of Obovaria, although in strict conformity with 
Article 67.2 of the Code (Species eligible for type fixation), would cause widespread 
confusion in the nomenclature since Obovaria obovalis Rafinesque, 1820 is an unused 
senior subjective synonym of Unio ebenus Lea, 1831 (currently Fusconaia ebena) and 
currently belongs to the genus Fusconaia. Species of Obovaria in the modern usage of 
this genus are included in major checklists and catalogues, such as the Federal 
Endangered Species List of the United States. Two standardized lists of the Mollusca 
of North America have used Obovaria in its modern sense (Turgeon et al., 1988, 
1998), and McMahon & Bogan (2001) used Obovaria in this sense in an overview of 
the biology of the family. A list of a further 39 papers is held by the Commission 
Secretariat. We propose that Unio retusa Lamarck, 1819 (currently Obovaria retusa) 
(a senior subjective synonym of Obovaria torsa Rafinesque, 1820) is designated as the 
type species of Obovaria. 

6. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to set aside all previous fixations of type species for the 
nominal genus Obovaria Rafinesque, 1819 and to designate Unio retusa 
Lamarck, 1819 as the type species; 

(2) to rule that the name obovalis, as published in the binomen Obovaria obovalis 
Rafinesque, 1820, is a nomen oblitum; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Obovaria 
Rafinesque, 1819 (gender: feminine), type species Unio retusa Lamarck, 1819, 
as ruled in (1) above; 
to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 
(a) retusa Lamarck, 1819, as published in the binomen Unio retusa (specific 

name of the type species of Obovaria Rafinesque, 1819, as ruled in (1) 
above); 
(b) ebenus Lea, 1831, as published in the binomen Unio ebenus; 
to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 
Zoology the name obovalis Rafinesque, 1820, as published in the binomen 
Obovaria obovalis (ruled in (2) above to be a nomen oblitum). 


s 


(5 


a 
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Cherax tenuimanus Smith, 1912 (Crustacea, Decapoda, 
PARASTACIDAE): proposed conservation of usage of the specific name 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 75.6 of the Code, is to 
conserve the specific name Cherax tenuimanus Smith, 1912 in its accustomed usage, 
for a species of freshwater crayfish or ‘marron’, important in the aquaculture 
industry, particularly in Australia. It has long been recognised that there are two 
subspecies of C. fenuimanus; in 2002 Austin elevated these to species level and 
proposed the name Cherax cainii for one. Based on the supposed location of Smith’s 
(1912) type series of C. tenuimanus, Austin applied the name C. fenuimanus to 
geographically isolated marron found only in a small catchment in Western 
Australia, and applied his new name C. cainii to all other marron in Australia and 
elsewhere. This switching of names is causing confusion since almost all usage of the 
name C. tenuimanus refers to marron occurring outside the area of Smith’s type 
series. It is proposed that all previous type fixations for the names Cherax tenuimanus 
Smith, 1912 and Cherax cainii Austin in Austin & Ryan, 2002 be set aside and 
neotypes designated for both species to maintain the accustomed usage of the name 
Cherax tenuimanus. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Crustacea; Decapoda; PARASTACIDAE; Cherax; 
Cherax tenuimanus; Cherax cainii; freshwater crayfish; marron; aquaculture; 
Australia. 


1. Smith (1912, p. 166) established the name Cherax tenuimanus for a species of 
freshwater crayfish, commonly known as marron, originally distributed in the rivers 
and dams of the south-west of Western Australia. He spelled the generic name 
Cherax as Chaeraps, but this is an incorrect subsequent spelling by Huxley (1878) of 
Cherax Erichson, 1846. Cherax tenuimanus Smith provides significant local recrea- 
tional fishing, as well as an aquaculture industry in Western Australia, in other states 
of Australia and worldwide. 

2. The name Cherax tenuimanus Smith, 1912 has been in common usage since 1912, 
with approximately 200 publications by at least 90 authors internationally. The 
papers include taxonomic studies (e.g. Smith, 1912, p. 166; McCulloch, 1914, p. 233; 
Clark, 1936, p. 20; Riek, 1967, p. 112), genetic studies (e.g. Austin & Knott, 1996; 
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Imgrund et al., 1997; Nguyen et al., 2002), biological and ecological studies (e.g. 
Shipway, 1951; Morrissy, 1978; Huner, 1994; Holdich, 2002), recreational fishing 
(e.g. Morrissy & Caputi, 1981; Molony & Bird, 2002; Molony et al., 2002), 
aquaculture (e.g. Shireman, 1973; Morrissy et al., 1990; Lawrence & Morrissy, 2000; 
Lawrence & Jones, 2002) and translocation studies (e.g. Avenant-Oldewage, 1993; 
Holdich et al., 1999; Henttonen & Huner, 1999; Zeilder, 2000; Nguyen et al., 2002). 
Thus the specific name Cherax tenuimanus Smith has been used extensively to 
describe all marron since 1912, including several revisions of the genus Cherax (e.g. 
Smith, 1912; McCulloch, 1914: Clark, 1936; Riek, 1967; Austin, 1996; Austin & 
Knott, 1996; Imgrund et al., 1997; Nguyen et al., 2002). 

3. Papers by Austin (1986) and Horwitz (1990, 1995) indicated that there were two 
subspecies of C. tenuimanus. In a review by Austin & Ryan (2002) of the allozyme 
evidence for C. tenuimanus, Austin (2002, p. 360) elevated these subspecies to species 
level and proposed the name Cherax cainii for one. Austin & Ryan (2002, p. 363) 
reported that C. cainii originally had a restricted distribution in the south-west of 
Western Australia but had been widely transplanted into both natural and artificial 
water bodies and was now widespread throughout the south-west of Western 
Australia and had been introduced into South Australia and Victoria. Austin & Ryan 
(2002, p. 365) gave the distribution of C. tenuimanus as ‘restricted to the Margaret 
River in the south-west of Australia’. Based on the assumption that one of the 
specimens in the Western Australian Museum-(WAM C 127 (WAM 4131), coll. by 
B. Lipfert, 2.03.1911) was the holotype of C. tenuimanus, Austin & Ryan (2002) 
applied the name C. tenuwimanus only to geographically-isolated marron found in the 
upper reaches of a single small catchment in the south-west of Western Australia. 
According to the revision of Austin & Ryan (2002), the new name C. cainii Austin in 
Austin & Ryan, 2002 would apply to all other marron in Australia and inter- 
nationally, including Chile, China, South Africa, and U.S.A. Almost all historical 
usage of the name Cherax tenuimanus Smith is based on marron originating from 
outside the area of Smith’s collection (Margaret River) and ascribed by Austin & 
Ryan to the species C. cainii Austin. Thus, a great majority of published works 
applying the name C. tenuimanus Smith, 1912 are based on animals currently referred 
to C. cainii Austin in Austin & Ryan, 2002. This is creating considerable confusion 
in the literature for it is unclear if papers listing C. tenuimanus are in fact referring to 
crayfish named by Austin as C. cainii with a world-wide distribution or to those from 
a relict population. In order to conserve the long-established usage of C. tenuimanus 
we propose that the Commission should reverse Austin & Ryan’s use of the names 
C. tenuimanus and C. cainii by designating neotypes to maintain prevailing usage of 
the name C. tenuimanus. 

4. Smith (1912) did not designate any specimen as a holotype for C. tenuimanus. 
We can find no record in the Natural History Museum, London (NHM) or the 
Western Australian Museum (WAM) referring to any holotype by Smith. Riek (1967, 
p. 113) refers to the ‘type’ of C. tenuimanus in NHM, and gives the type locality as 
Margaret River. The label with the specimen in NHM that Riek (1967) refers to 
states that Riek reclassified the specimen from C. guinquecarinatus (Gray, 1845) to 
C. tenuimanus, whereas the collection register says that this specimen was registered 
in 1907 and was presented by W.E. Balston. This specimen shows characters different 
from those in the specimen illustrated by Smith (1912). Austin & Ryan (2002, p. 363) 
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erroneously identified the holotype of C. tenuimanus as specimen WAM C 127 
(= WAM 4131) from Margaret River. The label attached to this specimen includes 
the comment ‘type (suspected)?’ by author unknown. However, while it would seem 
a possibility that this specimen may be part of the type series of Smith 1912, this mere 
citation on the label is not necessarily evidence that this specimen is the holotype. 

5. Austin (2002, p. 360) designated specimen WAM C 28348 as the holotype of his 
new species C. cainii. By this action the widespread and commercially important 
species of crayfish that was previously universally known as C. tenuimanus received 
a new name, C. cainii, which would apply to many marron populations in Chile, 
China, South Africa, Western Australia, and U.S.A. This is causing considerable 
confusion. 

6. In order to maintain stability in the nomenclature of this highly important 
crayfish the Commission is asked to set aside all previous type fixations for both 
species and to designate a specimen of the broadly distributed species as the neotype 
of C. tenuimanus, and a specimen of the species with limited distribution as the 
neotype of C. cainii. The selected neotypes come from the same localities as the 
original material and genetic testing of the neotypes has confirmed the accustomed 
usage of the name C. tenuimanus. 

7. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to set aside all previous type fixations for the following 

nominal species: 

(a) Cherax tenuimanus Smith, 1912, and to designate specimen labelled 
WAM C 37199 in the Western Australian Museum collection as the 
neotype; 

(b) Cherax cainii Austin in Austin & Ryan, 2002, and to designate specimen 
labelled WAM C 37197 in the Western Australian Museum collection as 
the neotype; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) tenuimanus Smith, 1912, as published in the binomen Cherax tenuimanus 
and as defined by the neotype designated in (1)(a) above; 

(b) cainii Austin in Austin & Ryan, 2002, as published in the binomen Cherax 
cainii and as defined by the neotype designated in (1)(b) above. 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 70.3 of the Code, is to 
propose a new type species for the genus Tydeus Koch, 1836, the type genus of the 
family TYDEIDAE. The nomenclature of this genus is uncertain because of several 
incorrect designations of type species and a series of misidentifications. One of the 
two species originally included in the genus has been misidentified, and the types of 
both species originally included are lost. It is proposed that Tydeus spathulatus 
Oudemans, 1928 is designated as the type species of Tydeus Koch, 1836. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Acari; TYDEOIDEA; TYDEIDAE; 7Tydeus; Tydeus 
spathulatus; Tydeus croceus; Tydeus kochi; tydeid mites. 


1. Koch (1836, unnumbered page) established the nominal genus Tydeus (Acari) to 
incorporate two species, Acarus croceus Linnaeus, 1758 and Tydeus velox Koch, 
1836. He did not designate either species as the type. 

2. Subsequently, Koch (1842, p. 70) illustrated Tydeus mutabilis Koch, 1838 as an 
example of the genus 7ydeus. This action cannot be regarded as a valid type fixation 
as this species was not originally included in the genus (Article 67.2—Species eligible 
for type fixation) and, apart from that, the mere mention of a species as an example 
of a genus is not to be regarded as a type designation (Article 67.5—The term 
“designation’’). © 

3. Types of the two originally included species described by Koch (1836) are lost. 

4. Koch’s species, velox and mutabilis, have never been recorded since their original 
description and are considered to be species inquirendae (Kazmierski, 1998; Andre, 
2005). 

5. The identity of Acarus croceus Linnaeus, 1758 is dubious as Oudemans (1928) 
changed his interpretation of Linnaeus’s species and referred to three different species 
under the name croceus (André, 2005). Thor (1933, p. 16) published a redescription 
of Acarus croceus Linnaeus, 1758, indicating that it is not the same as. Tydeus croceus 
Koch, 1836. Acarus croceus Linnaeus, 1758 was subsequently designated by 
Oudemans (1937) as the type species of Calotydeus Oudemans, 1937. 

6. The species identified as Acarus croceus Linnaeus, 1758 by Koch (1836) was 
misidentified. It was renamed as Tydeus kochi by Oudemans (1928, p. 378). Later it 
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was designated without any discussion as the type species of Tydeus by Vitzthum 
(1941, p. 800). Baker & Wharton (1952, p. 191) recorded Tydeus kochi Oudemans, 
1928 as the type species of Tydeus. Subsequently, Baker (1970) figured Tydeus kochi 
and recorded it as the type species of the genus Tydeus. However, the specimens that 
Baker figured as Tydeus kochi Oudemans, 1928 differ from Tydeus kochi Oudemans, 
1928 in the shape of the opisthosomal setae. Currently, there are no specimens of 
Tydeus kochi in Oudemans’s collection housed in Leiden, and the identity of this 
species is uncertain. Specimens figured by Baker (1970) as Tydeus kochi Oudemans, 
1928 are lost. 

7. Due to this series of errors and in the absence of well-defined types, the true 
identity of the genus Tydeus is uncertain and two nomenclatural systems coexist, that 
of André (1980) and that of Kazmierski (1989), which generates nomenclatural 
instability (Momen & Lundqvist, 1995). 

8. André (2005) discussed three alternative approaches to this situation and 
compared the advantages and disadvantages of selection of a new type species from 
the list of three Tydeus species in Oudemans’s collection (Tydeus spathulatus 
Oudemans, 1928, A. croceus Linnaeus, 1758 or T. cruciatus Oudemans, 1928). Tydeus 
spathulatus Oudemans, 1928 was considered the best choice. The type of Tydeus 
spathulatus Oudemans, 1928 is in a good state, properly housed in a well-known 
museum (National Museum of Natural History, Leiden, The Netherlands) and 
available for study. The description of Tydeus spathulatus given by André (2005) 
refers to the type specimens that Oudemans purchased from Berlese and collected 
from Padova in Italy. The 12 specimens originally placed on a single slide were 
remounted separately. André (2005) designated as lectotype the female remounted on 
the slide with the original label handwritten by Oudemans. The other slides with new 
labels contain the paralectotypes. 

9. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to set aside all previous type species designations for 
the nominal genus Tydeus Koch, 1836 and to designate Tydeus spathulatus 
Oudemans, 1928 as the type species; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Tydeus 
Koch, 1836 (gender: masculine), type species by designation in (1) above 
Tydeus spathulatus Oudemans, 1928; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name spathulatus 
Oudemans, 1928, as published in the binomen Tydeus spathulatus (specific 
name of the type species of Tydeus Koch, 1836). 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code and 
Recommendation 23A, is to conserve the generic name Germarostes Paulian, 1982 
and the subgeneric name Haroldostes Paulian, 1982 for a group of New World scarab 
beetles. Since 1982, Paulian’s Germarostes or Haroldostes (the latter often cited as a 
subgenus) have been universally used by numerous authors. The names are threat- 
ened by the unused senior subjective synonym Sphaerelytrus Blanchard, 1841. It is 
proposed that the names Germarostes and Haroldostes are conserved by suppression 
of Sphaerelytrus. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; SCARABAEIDAE; CERATOCANTHINAE; Sphaere- 
lytrus; Germarostes; Haroldostes; Sphaerelytrus nigerrimus; Germarostes aphodioides; 
Haroldostes rugiceps; New World; scarab beetles. 


1. Blanchard (1841, pl. 10, fig. 10) published a drawing of the new New World 
genus and species Sphaerelytrus nigerrimus Blanchard (publication dates from 
Sherborn & Griffin, 1934). The description of this species was published by 
Blanchard (1847, p. 186). Until now, the publication date of the species Sphaerelytrus 
nigerrimus Blanchard has been erroneously listed by all authors as 1846 (the actual 
publication date of the text of this volume was 1847—see Sherborn & Griffin, 1934). 
While it has not been explicitly mentioned in the literature as yet, the drawing of S. 
nigerrimus by Blanchard (1841, pl. 10, fig. 10) serves as an indication (Article 12.2.7 
of the Code—New genus-group name or a species-group name proposed in 
association with an illustration) and establishes the publication date of the genus 
Sphaerelytrus as 1841. Lacordaire (1856) suggested that, since Blanchard did 
not mention any generic characters, the name might be a ‘lapsus calami’ for 
Sphaeromorphus Germar, 1843, and it has been treated as such by several authors, 
including Paulian (1982), who mentioned that it might be in ‘error?’. The genus 
Sphaeromorphus is now considered a synonym of Ceratocanthus White, 1842. The 
generic nomenclatural changes involved for the New World species were fully 
discussed by Martinez, (1968) and the placement of most species is given by him in 
a detailed list. Since the paper by Martinez, several New World species have been 
described, but until Paulian’s (1982) paper, all of these were placed in either Cloeotus 
Germar, 1843 or Ceratocanthus White 1842 (or in the junior homonym Acanthocerus 
Macleay, 1819). Both Cloeotus and Ceratocanthus are still considered valid, but have 
been redefined for taxa outside the scope of this case. From 1856 to the present, 
Sphaerelytrus has not been used as a valid name. 
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2. The type species of Sphaerelytrus Blanchard, 1841 (Sphaerelytrus nigerrimus 
Blanchard, 1841) is currently considered to be in the subgenus Haroldostes Paulian, 
1982 (p. 44) (type species by original designation Acanthocerus rugiceps Germar, 
1843, p. 134). If Sphaerelytrus Blanchard is used as a valid name, it would need to 
replace the subgeneric name Haroldostes Paulian, 1982, which is a junior subjective 
synonym of Sphaerelytrus Blanchard, 1841. Haroldostes Paulian, 1982 is currently 
considered by Howden & Gill (2000) a subgenus of Germarostes Paulian, 1982 (p. 13) 
(type species by original designation Melolontha aphodioides Uliger, 1800 (p. 109)). 
Since 1982, Paulian’s Germarostes or Haroldostes have been universally used by 
numerous authors. If Sphaerelytrus is used as a valid name, it would replace 
Haroldostes and, since it would be the oldest name, replace Germarostes as the 
nominotypical name of the entire genus; Germarostes would then be reassigned as a 
subgenus of Sphaerelytrus. Currently there are 71 valid names placed in Germarostes 
and a change in generic usage now would cause confusion for a considerable time. 
Authors who have used Germarostes since 1982 are: Ratcliffe (1991, 2002); Howden 
(1992, 2003): Moron (1994); Poole & Gentili (1996); Moron et al. (1998); Peck & 
Thomas (1998); Delgado et al. (2000); Howden & Gill (2000, 2005); Harpootlian 
(2001); Mendoza & Jerez (2001); Navarrete-Heredia (2001); Navarrete-Heredia et al. 
(2001); Grebennikovy et al. (2002); Jameson (2002); Kriska & Young (2003); Moron 
& Arce (2003); Riley & Wolfe (2003); Smith (2003); Weeks et al. (2003); Grebennikov 
et al. (2004); Delgado & Marquez (2006); Ocampo & Ballerio (2006). Authors who 
have used Haroldostes since 1982 are: Howden & Gill (2000); Delgado et al. (2000); 
Ratcliffe (2002); Howden (2003); Grebennikov et al. (2004); Delgado & Marquez 
(2006); Ocampo & Ballerio (2006). Other papers using the name Germarostes 
(Haroldostes) are in press. Although Sphaerelytrus has not been used since 1899, 
Article 23.9.1 cannot be used for an automatic reversal of precedence because the 
names Haroldostes and Germarostes have been used in fewer than 25 publications. 
It is, therefore, proposed that the names Haroldostes and Germarostes are conserved 
by suppression of Sphaerelytrus in order to maintain current and prevailing 
usage. 

3. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the generic name Sphaerelytrus Blanchard, 
1841 for the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the 
Principle of Homonymy; : 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the following names: 
(a) Germarostes Paulian, 1982 (gender: masculine), type species by original 

designation Melolontha aphodioides Mliger, 1800; 
(b) Haroldostes Paulian, 1982 (gender: masculine), type species by original 
designation Acanthocerus rugiceps Germar, 1843; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) aphodioides Mliger, 1800, as published in the binomen Melolontha aphodio- 
ides (specific name of the type species of Germarostes Paulian, 1982); 

(b) rugiceps Germar, 1843, as published in the binomen Acanthocerus rugiceps 
(specific name of the type species of Haroldostes Paulian, 1982); 

(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 
Zoology the name Sphaerelytrus Blanchard, 1841, as suppressed in (1) above. 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the universally accepted name Coprinisphaera Sauer, 1955 for an ichnogenus 
attributed to dung-beetle brood balls (ichnofamily CopRINISPHAERIDAE). This name is 
threatened by a rarely used senior subjective synonym Fontanai Roselli, 1939. It is 
proposed that the name Coprinisphaera is conserved by suppression of Fontanai. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; ichnofossils; COPRINISPHAERIDAE; Coprini- 
sphaera, Fontanai; Coprinisphaera ecuadoriensis; dung-beetle brood balls; Ecuador; 
Uruguay; Eocene—Holocene. 


1. Roselli (1939, p. 79) established the ichnogenus Fontanai for the single 
ichnospecies Fontanai kraglievichi, an imsect trace fossil from paleosols in the 
Paleogene Asencio Formation of Uruguay. The second mention of this ichnogenus 
was made 37 years later by Roselli (1976, p. 167), who proposed to replace Fontanai 
with Fontanaichnus, which would be a junior objective synonym. 

2. Since 1939, Fontanai and Fontanaichnus have been cited at least twelve times (see 
Genise, 2004), for the most part only in lists without any other treatment. The limited 
recognition of the significance of Roselli’s highly original contribution until recent 
years, the doubtful affinities of the trace fossil and the lack of an ichnotaxonomic 
revision of dung-beetle fossil brood balls before Genise (2004) and Laza (2006) all 
contributed to the lack of recognition of the name Fontanai. 

3. Sauer (1955, p. 123) established the ichnogenus Coprinisphaera, including in it 
the single ichnospecies Coprinisphaera ecuadoriensis for a fossil dung-beetle brood 
ball from the Pleistocene of Ecuador, probably in ignorance of the earlier contribu- 
tion by Roselli. Other researchers later discovered examples from paleosols of widely 
separated ages and localities. The name Coprinisphaera was subsequently used by 
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many workers including Sauer (1956, 1959), Hantzschel (1962, 1975), Martinez 
(1982), Retallack (1990, 2001), Genise (1993, 1999, 2004), Donovan (1994), Johnston 
et al. (1996), Buatois et al. (1998, 2002), Krell (2000), Bellosi et al. (2001), De (2002), 
Mikulas & Genise (2003), Bellosi (2004), Bellosi & Genise (2004), McIlroy (2004), 
and Genise et al. (2004). 

4. Since its establishment, Coprinisphaera has been used as a valid name by more 
than ten authors in 25 works during the past 50 years, which meets the requirements 
of Article 23.9.1.2 of the Code. In addition, it was included in both editions of the 
trace-fossil section of the Treatise on Invertebrate Paleontology (Hantzschel, 1962, 
1975), and its ichnological importance is reflected in its selection as a name of the 
Coprinisphaera ichnofacies (Genise et al., 2000) and as type ichnogenus of one of the 
few ichnofamilies to be formally defined: the ichnofamily CopRINISPHAERIDAE Genise, 
2004. The ichnogenus Coprinisphaera is currently accepted by all researchers as the 
valid name for the ichnotaxon comprising dung-beetle fossil brood balls. 

5. Laza (in press), reviewing the ichnogenus Coprinisphaera, noted that the little 
used name Fontanai is a senior subjective synonym of Coprinisphaera. In accordance 
with the recommendation of Article 82 with regard to ongoing ichnogeneric 
revisions, he used the name Coprinisphaera in anticipation of the ruling of the 
Commission. 

6. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the generic name Fontanai Roselli, 1939 
for the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle 
of Homonymy; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name 
Coprinisphaera Sauer, 1955 (gender: feminine), type ichnospecies by monotypy 
Coprinisphaera ecuadoriensis Sauer, 1955; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name 
ecuadoriensis Sauer, 1955, as published in the binomen Coprinisphaera ecua- 
doriensis (specific name of the type ichnospecies of Coprinisphaera Sauer, 
1955): 

(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 
Zoology the following names: 

(a) Fontanai Roselli, 1939, as suppressed in (1) above; 
(b) Fontanaichnus Roselli, 1976 (a junior objective synonym of Fontanai 
Roselli, 1939). 
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Cisseis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1839 and Curis Gory & 
Laporte de Castelnau, 1838 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the generic names Cisseis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1839 and Curis 
Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1838 for genera of jewel beetles by suppressing their 
respective little-used and poorly defined senior synonyms Diphucrania Dejean, 1833 
and Se/agis Mannerheim, 1837. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; BUPRESTIDAE; Cisseis; Curis; Cisseis 
duodecimguttata; Curis caloptera; jewel beetles. 


Conservation of the name Cisseis 

1. Dejean (1833, p. 81) established the genus name Diphucrania for three species. 
Kuban et al. (2001, p. 204) designated Buprestis leucosticta Kirby, 1818 (p. 382) as the 
type species of Diphucrania. 

2. Gory & Laporte de Castelnau (1839, p. 1) established the generic name Cisseis. 
Duponchel (in d’Orbigny, 1845, p. 749) designated Buprestis duodecimguttata 
Gueérin-Meneville, 1830 (p. 65) as the type species of Cisseis. Buprestis duodecimgut- 
tata 1s currently a junior subjective synonym of Buprestis duodecimmaculata 
Fabricius, 1801 (p. 191). This synonymy was first proposed by Saunders, 1871 
(p. 103). 

3. Diphucrania has not been used since it was synonymized with Cisseis by 
Lacordaire (1857, p. 78). The name Cisseis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1839 has 
been widely and consistently used (e.g. Lacordaire, 1857, p. 78; Saunders, 1871, 
p. 102; Carter, 1929, p. 277; Obenberger, 1934, p. 842; Bellamy, 1986, p. 596, 1988, 
p. 417; Cobos, 1986, p. 212; Hotynski, 1993, p. 15; Lawrence & Britton, 1994, p. 105; 
Kuban et al., 2001, p. 203; Barker, 2002, p. 85). However, the conditions of Article 
23.9.1.2 of the Code (Reversal of Precedence) are not met because only six authors 
used this name in 15 publications in the last 50 years, and a ruling of the Commission 
is needed for its conservation by the suppression of Diphucrania. 


Conservation of the name Curis 

4. Mannerheim (1837, p. 68) established the generic name Selagis for a single new 
species Selagis spencei Mannerheim, 1837 (p. 68), which is the type species by 
monotypy. Earlier, the name Se/agis had been invalidly used for the nomen nudum 
Selagis caloptera MacLeay (with no other reference to this specific name) in two 
consecutive volumes of Dejean’s catalogues (1833, p. 79; 1836, p. 89). 
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5. Gory & Laporte de Castelnau (1838, p. 47) established the genus-group name 
Curis (as a subgenus of Stigmodera). Bellamy (1998, p. 376) designated Buprestis 
caloptera Boisduval, 1835 (p. 93) as the type species of Curis. 

6. Lacordaire (1857, p. 51) treated Selagis as a synonym of Curis and placed the 
name Selagis under Curis, and was followed by Gemminger & Harold (1869, p. 1392) 
and Saunders (1871, p. 57). Se/agis has only been used as a senior synonym of Curis 
once since then by Bellamy (2002, p. 376). This recent use of Se/agis as a valid name 
means that that the conditions of Article 23.9.1.1 of the Code (Reversal of 
Precedence) are not met and a ruling by the Commission is needed for formal 
suppression of the name. The name Curis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau has been 
widely and consistently used since the original description (e.g. Lacordaire, 1857, 
p. 51; Saunders, 1871, p. 57; Carter, 1929, p. 289; Obenberger, 1930, p. 566; Bellamy, 
1986, p. 595; Hotynski, 1988, p. 53; Lawrence & Britton, 1994, p. 105; Bily, 2000, 
p. 111). 


7. The names Cisseis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1839 and Curis Gory & 
Laporte de Castelnau, 1838 are widely used, and their replacement with their 
respective senior synonyms Diphucrania Dejean, 1833 and Selagis Mannerheim, 1837 
would cause confusion and considerable nomenclatural instability. 

8. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress for the purposes of the Principle of Priority 
but not for those of the Principle of Homonymy the following names: 

(a) Diphucrania Dejean, 1833; 

(b) Selagis Mannerheim, 1837; 

to place on the Official-List of Generic Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) Cisseis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1839 (gender: feminine), type species 
by subsequent designation by Duponchel in d’Orbigny (1845) Buprestis 
duodecimguttata Guérin-Meéneville, 1830; 

(b) Curis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1838 (gender: feminine), type species 
by subsequent designation by Bellamy (1998) Buprestis caloptera Boisdu- 
val, 1835; 

to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) duodecimmaculata Fabricius, 1801, as published in the binomen Buprestis 
duodecimmaculata (senior subjective synonym of Buprestis duodecimguttata 
Guéerin-Méneville, 1830, the specific name of the type species of Cisseis 
Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1839); 

(b) caloptera Boisduval, 1835, as published in the binomen Buprestis caloptera 
(specific name of the type species of Curis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 
1838); 

to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in 

Zoology the following names: 

(a) Diphucrania Dejean, 1833, as suppressed in (1)(a) above; 

(b) Selagis Mannerheim, 1837, as suppressed in (1)(b) above. 
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Case 3367 


Curculio contractus Marsham, 1802 (currently Ceutorhynchus 
contractus; Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed conservation of the specific 
name 
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Cromwell Road, London SW7 5BD, U.K. (e-mail: mgmorris.ent@virgin.net) 


Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.3 of the Code, is to 
conserve the specific name Curculio contractus Marsham, 1802 for a well-known 
species of European weevil by suppression of a little used senior primary homonym 
Curculio contractus Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785. A lectotype is designated for 
Curculio. contractus Marsham, 1802. The replacement proposed by Colonnelli (2004) 
of Curculio contractus Marsham, 1802 by Ceuthorhynchus pallipes Crotch, 1866, 
which is applied only to a geographically very restricted taxon of doubtful status, 1s 
opposed. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; CURCULIONIDAE; Curculio; Ceutorhynchus; 
Ceutorhynchus contractus; Ceutorhynchus minutus; Ceutorhynchus pallipes; Europe; 
weevil. 


1. Marsham (1802, p. 250) described Curculio contractus (currently Ceutorhynchus 
contractus), a common European species of CURCULIONIDAE. Marsham’s collection 
was mostly acquired by J.F. Stephens, whose collection is in the Natural History 
Museum, London. Marsham’s specimens are usually distinguished by a small 
circular, white label (Hammond, 1972). In the Stephens collection there are nine 
specimens standing under the name contractus. One of these bears Marsham’s white 
label; it is placed as the middle insect in the top row of three (number 2). These insects 
are all Curculio contractus (currently Ceutorhynchus contractus), with the exception of 
one specimen which is a small Curculio obstrictus Marsham, 1802 (currently 
Ceutorhynchus obstrictus) (number 9); this specimen is not the one bearing 
Marsham’s label. Specimen number 2, bearing Marsham’s white label, is here 
designated the lectotype of Curculio contractus Marsham, 1802. 

2. The name contractus Marsham, 1802 has been used consistently in various 
combinations for nearly 200 years; a list of 161 references, including citations in the 
economic literature, is held by the Commission Secretariat. 

3. However, it has long been known that the name Curculio contractus Marsham, 
1802 is a junior primary homonym of Curculio contractus Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785 
(p. 126) (e.g. Kloet & Hincks, 1945; Pope, 1977; Colonnelli, 1998). The last author 
discussed the issue in detail, pointing out that the identity of Curculio contractus 
Geoffroy in Fourcroy could not be ascertained, though he stated that it was certainly 
not a species of Ceutorhynchus. Colonnelli concluded that, under the Code and 
‘although this is not in the interest of stability’, Marsham’s name should be rejected 
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because of homonymy with Curculio contractus Geoftroy in Fourcroy, 1785 and also 
because of priority of the name Curculio minutus Reich, 1797 (p. 11) (Colonnelli, 
1998, p. 112). According to Colonnelli (1998) the synonymy between Curculio 
minutus Reich, 1797 and Curculio contractus Marsham, 1802 was established by 
Sturm (1843, p. 222) and the older name was used by Gistel (1856, p. 245). 

4. More recently, it has been shown by Colonnelli (2004) that Curculio minutus 
Reich, 1797 is a junior primary homonym of Curculio minutus Drury, 1773 (currently 
Arrenodus minutus) (p. 95 and index) and therefore is currently invalid. 

5. Colonnelli (2004, p. 45) proposed using Ceutorhynchus pallipes Crotch, 1866 (p. 
133) (originally Ceuthorhynchus pallipes) to replace Ceutorhynchus contractus (Mar- 
sham, 1802) and Ceutorhynchus minutus (Reich, 1797). Although it has been 
suggested that at the time of Crotch’s publication the status of the form pallipes was 
infrasubspecific, Crotch’s Ceuthorhynchus pallipes was clearly established as a 
species-group name. Crotch (1866, p. 133) wrote “C. pallipes. — Under this name I 
have intended to designate the curious variety found hitherto in Lundy Island by Mr. 
Wollaston. It resembles C. contractus in all particulars, but has perfectly pale legs, 
and is certainly quite mature, several specimens having been captured”. Crotch used 
the term ‘variety’ in a vernacular rather than taxonomic sense, as he did not say what 
species it is a ‘variety of, and expressed it as a binomen. 

6. However, Crotch’s intention, clearly set out in his paper, was to apply his name 
(Ceuthorhynchus pallipes) to a taxon restricted to the small island of Lundy which lies 
off the north coast of the county of Devon in south-west England. With one 
exception (see para. 7) the name pallipes has only ever been applied to this taxon (e.g. 
Mitford, 1913; Blair, 1932; Hoffmann, 1954; Compton et al., 2002). 

7. Lack (1931, p. 279) applied the name Ceuthorhynchus contractus var. pallipes 
Crotch, 1866 to two specimens he collected on the remote island of St. Kilda off the 
western coast of Scotland. These are currently referred to Ceutorhynchus insularis 
Dieckmann, 1971, of which they are paratypes. They also represent the subspecies 
C. i. testaceipes Dieckmann, 1971. 

8. Ceutorhynchus pallipes is unlikely to be a subspecies of Ceutorhynchus contractus 
as it 1s sympatric on Lundy Island with the nominotypical form (Mitford, 1913; 
Compton et al., 2002). However, its status is the subject of ongoing research, 
including molecular studies (Compton et al., 2002) and therefore at present its 
taxonomic status is a matter of uncertainty. These studies include investigation of a 
range of island taxa in Ceutorhynchus, and are important in determining biogeogra- 
phy, dispersal, colonisation and conservation of biodiversity in the group. It would 
clearly be very confusing to substitute the name Ceutorhynchus pallipes Crotch, 1866 
for the species known for so long as Ceutorhynchus contractus (Marsham, 1802). 
Moreover, the name pallipes Crotch, 1866 may not itself prove stable as a result of 
current research. Appendix B (1) of the Code states: ‘it is of especial importance that 
a name should not be transferred to a taxon distinct from that to which it is generally 
applied’. 

9. The name Curculio contractus Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785 does not qualify for 
reversal of precedence under the conditions of Article 23.9.1.1, as it was used as a 
valid name by Colonnelli (1998) who acknowledged that Curculio contractus 
Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785 is a senior primary homonym of Curculio contractus 
Marsham, 1802 and suggested that the name Curculio contractus Marsham, 1802 has 
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to be replaced. The name Curculio minutus Reich, 1797 does not currently threaten 
Curculio contractus Marsham, 1802 because Curculio minutus Reich, 1797 is an 
invalid name—a junior homonym of Curculio minutus Drury, 1773. 

10. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 

asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the name contractus Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 
1785, as published in the binomen Curculio contractus, and all uses of the name 
Curculio contractus before Marsham (1802) for the purposes of both the 
Principle of Priority and the Principle of Homonymy; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name contractus 
Marsham, 1802, as published in the binomen Curculio contractus; 

(3) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 
Zoology the name contractus Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785, as published in the 
binomen Curculio contractus and as suppressed in (1) above. 
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Productus compressus Waagen, 1884 (currently Compressoproductus 
compressus; Brachiopoda): proposed conservation of the specific name 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Articles 23.9.3 and 81.2.1 of the 
Code, is to conserve the specific name Productus compressus Waagen, 1884 for the 
type species of the Permian brachiopod genus Compressoproductus Sarytcheva in 
Sarytcheva et al., 1960. The name is a junior primary homonym of Productus 
compressus Say in James, 1823, which has been seldom used since it was established. 
Waterhouse & Piyasin (1970) proposed Compressoproductus morahpressus as a 
substitute name for Productus compressus Waagen, 1884, but this name has never 
been used other than by Waterhouse (1978, 1983). It is proposed that the name 
Productus compressus Waagen, 1884 be conserved by suppression of Productus 
compressus Say, 1823. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Brachiopoda; Productus; Compressoproductus; 
Compressoproductus compressus; Compressoproductus morahpressus; Permian. 


1. Productus compressus Waagen, 1884 (p. 710, pl. 81, figs. 1, 2) was described in 
detail and illustrated from the Permian of the Salt Range (Pakistan). It is a 
well-recognised linoproductoid brachiopod species. 

2. Sarytcheva in Sarytcheva et al. (1960, p. 231) designated P. compressus Waagen, 
1884 as the type species of Compressoproductus, which is a commonly accepted 
semi-cosmopolitan linoproductoid genus of the Permian. The names P. compressus 
Waagen, 1884 and Compressoproductus compressus (Waagen, 1884) have been widely 
used in major taxonomic studies including the First and Second Editions of the 
Treatise on Invertebrate Paleontology (e.g. Muitr-Wood & Cooper, 1960, p. 319; 
Muir-Wood & Williams, 1965, p. 507; Brunton et al., 2000, p. 546). This name has 
previously been reclassified within the genus Striatifera Chao, 1927 (type species 
Mytilus striatus Fischer de Waldheim, 1837) by some authors (Chao, 1927, p. 99; 
Reed, 1931, p. 12; Licharew, 1937, p. 112). 

3. Prior to Waagen (1884), Productus compressus Say was proposed in James (1823, 
p. 150) with a brief descriptive note and no illustration, based on material from 
the Rocky Mountains. Nevertheless, a modern definition of P. compressus Say 
(supposedly of a late Palaeozoic age) would not be possible on the information 
provided by Say in James (1823), and the specific name has not been used as valid 
except by Waterhouse & Piyasin (1970) and Branson (1948, pp. 456, 535) who 
accepted that P. compressus Waagen, 1884 is a junior primary homonym of 


256 Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 63(4) December 2006 


P. compressus Say in James, 1823. This fact, however, has largely been ignored, 
except by Waterhouse & Piyasin (1970) as outlined below. The above two instances 
of using P. compressus Say in James, 1823 as a valid name after 1899 mean that the 
conditions of Article 23.9.1.1 of the Code (Reversed Precedence) are not met and the 
case is referred to the Commission for a ruling. 

4. Waterhouse & Piyasin (1970, p. 133) proposed a new substitute name 
Compressoproductus morahpressus for P. compressus Waagen, 1884 and designated it 
the type species of Compressoproductus. C. morahpressus is currently the valid name 
for Waagen’s nominal species-group taxon under Articles 23.3.5 and 60.3 of the Code 
(Junior homonyms without synonyms), although, under Article 67.1.2 (The name of 
the type species), it is not the type species of Compressoproductus, because the name 
of a type species of a genus remains unchanged even when it is a junior homonym 
(P. compressus Waagen, 1884 in the current case). However, to my knowledge 
only Waterhouse (1978, p. 77; 1983, p. 129) subsequently adopted the name 
C. morahpressus. In addition, Waterhouse & Piyasin (1970) selected the lectotype 
from syntypes of Waagen’s compressus, and this remains valid for this nominal 
species under Articles 72.7 and 74.1 (Name-bearing types of new replacement names). 

5. From the above, it is seen that the senior homonym Productus compressus Say 
in James, 1823 is not in use. Compressoproductus morahpressus Waterhouse & 
Piyasin, 1970 (the valid objective synonym of Productus compressus Waagen, 1884) 
has also not commonly been adopted by taxonomists, who continued using the 
names Productus compressus Waagen, 1884 or Compressoproductus compressus 
(Waagen, 1884) after the replacement name was introduced (e.g. Cooper & Grant, 
1975, p. 1205; Jin & Hu, 1978, p. 115; Licharew & Kotljar, 1978, p. 99; Jin et al., 1979, 
p. 94; Zhan, 1979, p. 90; Liu-et al., 1982, p. 188; Wang et al., 1982, p. 225; Wang, 
1984, p. 196; Liang, 1990, p. 209; Shen & He, 1994, p. 160; Zeng et al., 1995, p. 23; 
Leven, 1997, p. 24; Brunton et al., 2000, p. 546; Tazawa et al., 2000, p. 9; Shi et al., 
2003, p. 1059; Wang & Zhang, 2003, p. 112). It is therefore desirable for reasons of 
stability to retain the current usage of Productus compressus Waagen, 1884 by 
suppression of the senior homonym Productus compressus Say in James, 1823. 

6. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the name compressus Say in James, 1823, 
as published in the binomen Productus compressus, and all uses of the name 
before that by Waagen (1884) for the purposes of both the Principle of Priority 
and the Principle of Homonymy; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name compressus 
Waagen, 1884, as published in the binomen Productus compressus (the specific 
name of the type species of Compressoproductus Sarytcheva in Sarytcheva 
et al., 1960); 

(3) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 
Zoology the following names: 

(a) compressus Say in James, 1823, as published in the binomen Productus 
compressus and as suppressed in (1) above; 

(b) morahpressus Waterhouse & Piyasin, 1970, as published in the binomen 
Compressoproductus morahpressus (a junior synonym of Productus com- 
pressus Waagen, 1884). 
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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 69 of the Code, is to conserve 
the prevailing usage of Schizechinus Pomel, 1869 for a genus of fossil toxopneustid 
echinoids from the Miocene of the Mediterranean region and possibly the Neogene 
of Australia. No type species was designated in the original description, while the 
subsequent designation of Anapesus tuberculatus Pomel, 1887 by Lambert & Thiéry 
(1914) is invalid because it was not an originally included nominal species. Accept- 
ance of the originally included fossil species Echinus serresii, whether attributed to 
Des Moulins (1837) or Agassiz & Desor (1846), as the type species of Schizechinus 
would destabilize the nomenclature by completely changing the identity of this genus 
from that in current usage, rendering it a nomen dubium. It is therefore proposed 
that the Commission designates Psammechinus serresti Desor, 1856 as the type 
species of Schizechinus. In order to stabilise the identity of the type species we 
designate a neotype. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Echinodermata; Echinoidea; TOXOPNEUSTIDAE; 
Schizechinus; Schizechinus serresit; Schizechinus delphinus; Neogene; Miocene; 
Mediterranean. 


1. Pomel (1869, p. 42) established the genus Schizechinus for a group of fossil and 
extant echinoid species that had previously been attributed to Psammechinus Agassiz 
in Agassiz & Desor, 1846. He noted as belonging to Schizechinus four species from 
Agassiz & Desor’s (1846) catalogue — Echinus serresti Des Moulins, 1837 (fossil), E. 
semituberculatus Agassiz & Desor, 1846 (extant), E. variegatus Lamarck, 1816 
(extant) and E. excavatus de Blainville, 1834 (extant) — but did not select a type 
species. However, from the discussion it is evident that he considered the fossil species 
as more typical, since later on he points out (1869, p. xlii) how the three extant species 
differ somewhat from the genus description that he has given. 

2. Later works by Pomel (1883, 1887) treated Schizechinus as a synonym of 
Anapesus Holmes, 1860, which is a junior synonym of Arbacia Gray, 1835 (see 
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Mortensen, 1935, p. 566; Cooke, 1959, p. 19; Fell & Pawson in Moore, 1966, 
p. U409). No type species for Schizechinus was given until Lambert & Thiery (1914, 
p. 247) invalidly designated Anapesus tuberculatus Pomel, 1887. This designation has 
been accepted by most subsequent authors (e.g. Mortensen, 1943, p. 463; Fell & 
Pawson in Moore, 1966, p. U429), but is not valid since it was not an originally 
included species. It is thus still necessary to fix a type species for Schizechinus. 

3. Today the use of the genus Schizechinus is restricted to a small group of fossil 
echinoids from the Miocene of the Mediterranean region (see Sz6rényi, 1953; 
Montenat & Roman, 1970; Kier, 1972; Challis, 1979; Maczynska, 1979, 1988; 
Menesini, 1979a, b; Boggild & Rose, 1984; Borghi, 1993; Schmid et al., 2001; Kroh, 
2005) and possibly Australasia (McNamara & Kendrick, 1994; Lindley, 2003), 
although the latter may not be congeneric. 

4. To provide for stability in nomenclature, and following Recommendations 
69.A.3 and 69.A.10 of the Code, the three extant species mentioned by Pomel are 
excluded from consideration. The fourth species, Echinus serresii des Moulins, 1837 
would be the logical choice for the type species designation; however this poses some 
problems. 

5. Des Moulins (1837, p. 126), while mentioning that his own material came from 
Martigues (a Burdigalian [Early Miocene] locality in the southern Rhone Basin, 
~25 km WNW of Marseilles, France), did not describe or illustrate it, but established 
Echinus serresii by indication. He refers to two papers: “Oursin fossile. Faujas, 
Maéstricht. p. 173. pl. 30. f. 11.’ and ‘Echinus . . . M.“' de Serres. Géognos. p. 156 
[sic]. The Faujas (1799) reference is to a partial regular echinoid from the 
Maastrichtian of St Pierre. The illustration is very poor but shows multiple subequal 
interambulacral tubercles on the plates and relatively wide ambulacral zones with a 
double column of ambulacral tubercles. The most likely candidate for this is 
Orthopsis miliaris (d’Archiac, 1835), but there must be great doubt attached here, 
since the drawings are so poor. The Serres (1829) reference is not to p. 156, as cited, 
but must be a mistake for p. 265. Here Serres describes from the rocks of Martigues 
an Echinus. All that is stated 1s “Echinus. Une espéce fossile de Martigues, paraissant 
se rapporter a l’Oursin figure dans l’Encyclopédie, planch. 141, fig. 6. C.’ The ‘C’ does 
not refer to a fig. 6.C but is an abbreviation used by Serres (1829) to denote the 
provenance of the specimens (see Serres, 1829, p. 97, footnote 1). No figure is given, 
nor other indication of the form of this species. The reference Serres made is 
presumably to the Encyclopédie méthadique, where the echinoids were described by 
Deslongchamps (1824) based on Bruguiére’s drawings. On pl. 141, fig. 6 of the 1824 
edition (Bruguiére, 1824) there is an extant regular echinoid that is referred to as 
‘Echinus sagus N°’. The upper surface is illustrated. The illustration is insufficient for 
determination and the identity of the figured specimen remains dubious. If figure 7 is 
related (it is the same size and shows the oral surface, but is not listed in the 
explanation to the plate), then this looks like the oral surface of a species of Arbacia, 
with a very large peristome opening with a rather prominent scalloped margin. The 
identity of Echinus serresii Des Moulins, 1837 is thus ambiguous, being based on two 
indeterminate echinoids of widely differing ages. 

6. Agassiz & Desor (1846, p. 369) transferred Echinus serresii to the genus 
Psammechinus and restricted it to the specimens of Des Moulins (1837) from the 
Molasse of Martigues and Clansayes. Yet they added no new data or description 
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besides mentioning a small morphological detail that distinguished it from another 
common species of the area. They also declared ‘Echinus delphinus Defrance, 1827 a 
synonym of serresii. D’Orbigny (1852, p. 142) simply listed the species referring to the 
Des Moulins and Agassiz & Desor references. It was not until the compendium of 
Desor (1858, p. 120, pl. 18, figs. 1-3) that the species serresii was described and 
illustrated, using specimens from the Molasse of Martigues and Clansayes, Drome, 
France. 

7. Most authors (e.g. Lambert, 1906; Philippe, 1998) referred the material 
described as Psammechinus serresii by Desor (1856, p. 120) to the nomen nudum 
“Psammechinus delphinus (Defrance, 1827). Echinus delphinus Defrance is a manu- 
script name, thus not available (see also Philippe, 1998, p. 75). Lambert (1906, p. 72) 
argued that the figured specimen of Desor (1856, pl. 18, figs. 1-3), in contrast to the 
description, does not belong in that species, but rather was a misidentified Psam- 
mechinus dubius. Unfortunately, Desor’s figured specimen could not be located by 
Philippe (1998) or the present authors. 

8. The generic attribution to Psammechinus by Agassiz & Desor (1846, p. 369) was 
accepted by most subsequent authors. Lambert (1906, p. 68), in a comparison of the 
genera Anapesus, Psammechinus and Schizechinus, stated that ‘Psammechinus Serresii 
... est en réalité par les caractéres de son péristome un vrai Psammechinus’. This was 
supported by Lambert (1910) and Philippe (1998) in two revisions of the Neogene 
Echinoids of the Rhone Basin. Yet, both authors mention that it ‘forme un type bien 
particulier’ within that genus. A re-examination of material from Clansayes (consid- 
ered as the type-locality of Echinus delphinus by Philippe (1998, p. 76)) housed at the 
Muséum national d’Histoire naturelle clearly shows that the material is not conge- 
neric with Psammechinus but fits well within the current usage of the genus 
Schizechinus. 

9. We have been unable to find any of the type series of Psammechinus serresii 
Desor, 1856. According to Desor (1856) his material came from his own collection 
and those of Des Moulins and Michelin, which are housed at the Muséum d Histoire 
Naturelle de Neuchatel, Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle de Paris and Musée 
de Bordeaux respectively (Lambert & Jeannet, 1928; Prieur, 1980). Collection 
managers at Neuchatel (Dr. Stefan Bucher) and Paris (Dr. Jean-Paul Saint Martin) 
were unable to locate Desor’s types in their respective collections. In order to stabilise 
that name we hereby designate specimen no. A20616-A from the Muséum National 
d Histoire Naturelle, Paris, Départment des Sciences de la Terre (from batch A20616 
with 9 specimens; collection Lambert n° L14.822) from the Burdigalian (Lower 
Miocene) of Clansayes, Drome, France, as the neotype. The neotype chosen came 
from one of the localities mentioned by Desor (1856) and is consistent with the 
description and illustrations provided by that author. 

10. Diagnosis for Schizechinus Pomel, 1869: Medium sized toxopneustid with 
multiple, subequal primary tubercles on the interambulacral plates forming regular 
vertical series at the ambitus; tubercles imperforate and non-crenulate; apical disc 
hemicyclic with oculars I and V insert; peristome with distinct, moderately deep gill 
slits. Differs from Psammechinus by its hemicyclic apical disc and more strongly 
expressed buccal notches and from Sphaerechinus by its trigeminate ambulacral plates. 

11. In conclusion, we propose the suppression for the purposes of the Principle of 
Priority but not for those of the Principle of Homonymy of Echinus serresii Des 
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Fig. 1. Schizechinus serresii (Desor, 1856). A-B: aboral (A) and oral (B) views of the neotype 
(MNHN-Sciences de la Terre A20616-A); C: lateral view of MNHN-Sciences de la Terre A20616-B; D-E: 
oral view (D) and close-up of the peristomal margin with buccal notches (E) of MNHN-Sciences de la 
Terre A20346-A. Specimens whitened with ammonium chloride; C-E depict resin casts of the actual 
specimens. Scale bars 1 mm. 
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Fig. 2. Schizechinus serresii (Desor, 1856). A-F: details of the tuberculation in the neotype (MNHN- 
Sciences de la Terre A20616-A): supraambital ambulacra (A, E), adapical interambulacra (B), supraam- 
bital interambulacra (C), ambital interambulacra (D), primary spine (F); G: apical disc of MNHN- 
Sciences de la Terre A20616-B (distorted by sediment compaction; pe = periproct; ocular plates indicated 
by ‘oc’ and genital plates by “g’ and their respective number according to the Lovenian system); H-I: 
tuberculation in the subambital interambulacra of MNHN-Sciences de la Terre A20346-A. All figures are 
SEM images of resin casts of the actual specimens. 
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Moulins, 1837 (p. 126) which is a hybrid species of dubious identity. This action will 
make invalid the name Echinus serresti Agassiz & Desor, 1846 (p. 369), which simply 
cites Des Moulins. We also propose the designation of Psammechinus serresti Desor, 
1856 as the type-species of Schizechinus Pomel, 1969, thereby conserving the current 
usage of the name and removing any ambiguity. 

12. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 

asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power: 

(a) to suppress for the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those 
of the Principle of Homonymy the name serresii Des Moulins, 1837, as 
published in the binomen Echinus serresii; 

(b) to set aside all previous fixations of type species for the nominal genus 
Schizechinus Pomel, 1869 and to designate Psammechinus serresti Desor, 
1856 as the type species; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name 
Schizechinus Pomel, 1869 (gender: masculine), type species by designation in 
(1)(b) above Psammechinus serresii Desor, 1856; 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name serresii 
Desor, 1856, as published in the binomen Psammechinus serresii and as defined 
by the neotype designated in para. 9 (above) (specific name of the type species 
of Schizechinus Pomel, 1869); ‘ 

(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 
Zoology the name serresii Des Moulins, 1837, as published in the binomen 
Echinus serresii and as suppressed in (1)(a) above. 
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Case 3357 


Calamaria H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827 (Reptilia, Serpentes): proposed 
conservation of usage by designation of C. linnaei H. Boie in F. Boie, 
1827 as the type species 


Jay M. Savage 


Department of Biology, San Diego State University, San Diego, 
CA 92182-4614, U.S.A. (e-mail: savy1@cox.net) 


Charles W. Myers 


Department of Herpetology, American Museum of Natural History, 
New York, NY, U.S.A. (e-mail: myers@amnh.org) 


Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Articles 50.1 and 68.4 of the Code, 
is to conserve the long and continuing usage of the name Calamaria for a genus of 
Asian colubrid snakes by ruling that the nominal genus Ca/amaria was established by 
H. Boie in F. Boie (1827) and that its type species is Calamaria linnaei H. Boie in F. 
Boie, 1827. This would involve setting aside all previous fixations of type species for 
Calamaria before this date and designating C. /innaei as the type species. Calamaria 
linnaei H. Boie in F. Bote, 1827 has been used as a replacement name for Coluber 
calamarius Linnaeus, 1758, but the Commission is now asked to rule that this name 
denotes a separate taxon. These actions are required to avoid synonymy between 
Calamaria and the valid generic name Oligodon H. Boie in Fitzinger, 1826. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Reptilia; Serpentes; Calamaria; Calamaria 
linnaei; snakes; Asia. 


1. The generic name Calamaria H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827 (columns 519, 539), type 
species Coluber calamarius Linnaeus, 1758 (p. 216) by original designation and 
tautonymy, was placed by the Commission on the Official List of Generic Names in 
Zoology (Opinion 92, 1926, Smithsonian Miscellaneous Collections, 73(4): 3) without 
realizing the potential for instability produced by this action. Ca/amaria in the sense 
of Boulenger (1894, p. 330), M. Smith (1943, p. 237), and Inger & Marx (1965, 
pp. 1-304) has had a long and continuous usage, with few exceptions, for a large 
group of Asian snakes. However, as detailed in 1966 by Brongersma, Inger & Marx 
(BZN 22: 303-313) its originally designated type species does not belong to 
Calamaria as generally recognized but to the valid genus Oligodon H. Boie in 
Fitzinger, 1826, type species O. bitorquatum H. Boie in Fitzinger, 1826 (pp. 29, 56.). 
Brongersma et al. (1966) petitioned the Commission (BZN 22: 303-313) to conserve 
the name Calamaria Boie, 1827 through a complex series of rulings. No action was 
taken by the Commission, but Calamaria continues to be used in the sense of Inger 
& Marx (1965) and Brongersma et al. (1966). The present application asks the 
Commission to reconsider the case for conservation of the name Ca/amaria in the 
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interest of stability and universality but through a different, and we trust simpler, 
solution than that proposed by Brongersma et al. (1966). In doing so we present the 
main issues involved without repeating all of their discussion which may be consulted 
for further detail. 

2. The first use of the name Ca/amaria is in Fitzinger (1826, p. 56) where two 
species are listed as follows under the genus Duberria: ‘23. D. lumbricoidea m. 
Lumbricartige D[audin]. (Calamaria lumbricoidea. Boie). Ex Asia, Insula Java. 24. 
D. tesselata m. Gewirfelte D[audin]. (Calamaria tesselata. Boie.) Ex Asia, Insula 
Java’. Calamaria was not made an available name by this listing as it was published 
as a junior synonym of Duberria (Article 11.6 of the Code—Publication as a junior 
synonym) and no description or indication was given (Article 12 of the 
Code—Names published before 1931). The two listed nominal species are nomina 
nuda as they lack descriptions or indications. 

3. The generic name Calamaria was first made available in a paper by Friedrich 
Boie (1826, column 981) in a listing of generic and species names derived from the 
large, never published manuscript and series of plates that formed the “Erpétologie de 
Java , prepared by his brother, Heinrich Boie, prior to the latter's departure to Java 
in December, 1825, where he died in 1827. References to Calamaria in Fitzinger 
(1826), Schlegel (1826a, 1826b) and F. Boie (1826, 1827) are based on this 
unpublished opus, which is hereafter cited as the Erpétologie. Calamaria H. Boie in 
F. Boie, 1826 (col. 981) is a new genus by indication (Article 12.2.5 of the 
Code—Names published before 1931, Indications), as the only included species is 
Coluber calamarius Linnaeus, 1758 (p. 216), which becomes the type species by 
tautonymy and monotypy. Note that Opinion 92 of the Commission incorrectly 
attributes the name to ‘“Boie, 1827, 236° (see below). It should also be noted that 
Melville & Smith (1987) did not list Ca/amaria in the Official List of Generic Names 
in Zoology ‘pending further investigation of the case’ fide Brongersma et al. (1966, 
p. 304). 

4. The next usages of Calamaria are in two papers by Schlegel (1826a, 1826b), 
which list the names proposed by H. Boie in the unpublished Erpétologie but without 
descriptions. The first of these, in French, (Schlegel, 1826a, p. 236) presents the name 
as: N. Genre: Calamaria Boié, as including six of Boie’s species (all nomina nuda) and 
the new replacement name, ‘[Calamaria] linnaei B. (Col. calamaria Linn.)’. Boie’s 
name was apparently proposed to avoid tautonymy between the generic and specific 
names. This is the paper erroneously referred to in Opinion 92 as containing the 
original proposal of the name Calamaria and citing the date as 1827. Brongersma 
et al. (1966, p. 305) perpetuated the error of attributing the validation of the generic 
name to this paper but cited its correct date. 

5. There has been disagreement in the Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 
regarding the date of publication of the second Schlegel paper, the “Erpetologische 
Nachrichten’, a version in German of Schlegel (1826a), that appeared in Jsis von 
Oken, vol. 20, pt. 3. In 1966, Brongersma et al. (BZN 22: 304-305) noted that the 
signatures of parts 1—3 of vol. 20 of sis are dated 1826, and expressed confusion over 
publication scheduling. In 1968, H. Smith (BZN 25: 108) wrote that only parts 1-2 
are dated on the title pages, and that part 3 ‘contains the first sections of the 
Literature-Register for 1827, and therefore could not have appeared in 1826’. Smith 
evidently was referring to the short list of titles in the “Eingegangen’ section on the 
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back cover of part 3, where there is a single 1827 item from the Heidelberg publisher 
[Joseph] Engelmann. However, Smith overlooked an earlier 1827 entry in the list of 
books at the end of part 2, nor did he mention the 1826 date in the printer’s gathering 
or signature title (‘Isis B XX. Heft 3. 1826.’) on the bottom of every fifth page of part 
3. It is likely that the aforesaid 1827 works were merely advanced notices from the 
publisher, as was sometimes done in Jsis (e.g. the 1827 Eingegangen entry in the 
penultimate part of previous vol. 19, 1826) and also in the Literarischer Anzieger 
(the supplement shared by /sis and Kritischen Annalen der Medicin). Isis had lapsed 
temporarily from its annual/monthly publication schedule, with volumes 18 and 19 
and the early part of 20 all appearing in 1826. Thus, there is no reliable basis for 
discarding the 1826 dates on parts 2-3 of vol. 20, and we accept a default date of 
December 31 for part 3. We were concerned also with the correctness of the generally 
accepted ‘October’ date for Schlegel (1826a) because of an indication earlier in the 
journal (p. 232) that part of a reviewed article had been published in December 1826; 
however, all parts of the reviewed item had actually been published in 1824. 
References to the ‘Nachricten’ paper, therefore, are cited as “Schlegel (1826b)’ 
throughout the present application. Schlegel (1826b, column 291) lists ‘N. G. 
Calamaria Boie’ with the same complement of species as in Schlegel (1826a). 

6. In a fourth paper based on the Erpéto/ogie manuscript, F. Boie (1827, column 
519) presents a diagnosis of the genus Ca/amaria and lists Coluber calamarius L. as 
the type species. Later (columns 539-540) six species are referred to the genus, three 
of which are made available by brief descriptions, two are nomina nuda, and C. 
linnaei H. Boie (Col. calamarius Linn.) is listed without description. All subsequent 
authors prior to Andersson (1899, p. 8) regarded Coluber calamarius and Calamaria 
linnaei to be based on the same species. 

7. No description of the Java snake that the Boie brothers and Schlegel called 
Calamaria linnaei appeared until it was described and figured by Schlegel (1837, 
[vol. 2], pp. 28-30, pl. 1, figs. 17, 18), with reference to ‘une autre a-pen-preés 
semblable: Cal. Linnaei, fig. dans /’Erpét. de Java Pl. 22, fig. 2’. Inger & Marx (1965, 
pp. 200-201) pointed out that one of the snakes (Nationaal Natuurhistorisch 
Museum, Leiden, RMNH 27) used as the basis for Schlegel’s description was the 
specimen upon which H. Boie based the name C. /innaei in the unpublished 
Erpétologie. Inger & Marx stated that this specimen is the holotype of C. linnaei but, 
according to the Code (Article 67.8), as a new replacement name C. /innaei must take 
the same type as Coluber calamarius Linnaeus, 1758. In addition, Schlegel’s account 
is based on a number of other specimens that were given names in the Erpétologie 
manuscript, some of which were made available in F. Boie, 1827 and would have 
priority over C. linnaei if Schlegel’s account were considered to make it available. 

8. Andersson (1899, pp. 8-9) discovered that the type specimen of Coluber 
calamarius Linnaeus was not congeneric with the specimen that was the basis for H. 
Boie’s Calamaria linnaei but was a representative of the genus Oligodon H. Boie in 
Fitzinger, 1826 (pp. 29, 56). Because C. /Jinnaei is a new replacement name in its 
original usage (Schlegel, 1826a), strict enforcement of the Principle of Priority makes 
Calamaria a junior subjective synonym of Oligodon. Brongersma et al. (1966, 
pp. 308-309) have documented the nearly universal use of the name Calamaria for 
the genus diagnosed by H. Boie in F. Boie (1827) and the specific name C. linnaei 
following from Dumeril, Bibron & Duméril, 1854 (p. 60) to 1966. Although no action 
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was taken by the Commission to conserve Calamaria or C. linneai, these names have 
been used universally in the same sense to the present. 

9. Brongersma et al. (1966, pp. 307-308) were much concerned that almost all the 
possible solutions to this problem had unstabilizing nomenclatural ramifications but 
their proposal was too complex to ensure action by the Commission. However, M. 
Smith (1943, p. 237) earlier had made the insightful, if not technically correct, 
suggestion that “The type of Ca/amaria therefore 1s C. linnaei, the snake that Boie had 
before him, not the Linnean species, which he thought identical’. A similar suggestion 
was made by L.B. Holthuis in a letter to the Commission Secretariat in 1966, with the 
caveat that the specimen (RMNH 27) upon which the name and description in the 
Erpétologie was based should be designated the neotype of C. linnaei. We have 
followed the leads of Smith and Holthuis in the request below. 

10. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power: 

(a) to rule that all usages of the name Ca/amaria prior to that by H. Boie in F. 
Boie (1827) are unavailable; 

(b) to cancel the part of Opinion 92 that deals with Calamaria H. Boie in F. 
Boie, 1827; 

(c) to rule that the nominal species Calamaria linnaei (misidentified as Coluber 
calamarius) shall not be treated as_a replacement name but as a new 
available name published by H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827 in conjunction with 
the diagnosis of the genus and that its holotype is RMNH 27 collected in 
Java, 1820-1823 by H. Kuhl and J.C. van Hasselt; 

(d) to set aside all previous type species fixations for the nominal genus 
Calamaria H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827 and to designate Calamaria linnaei H. 
Boie in F. Boie, 1827 as the type species; 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Calamaria 
H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827 (gender: feminine), type species by designation in 
(1)(d) above Calamaria linnaei H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827: 

(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the name J/innaei H. 
Boie in F. Boie, 1827, as published in the binomen Calamaria linnaei (specific 
name of the type species of Calamaria). 
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Comment on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Curculio assimilis 
Paykull, 1792 (currently Ceutorhynchus assimilis; Insecta, Coleoptera) 
(Case 3298: see BZN 63: 31-32) 
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(e-mail: ingrid.williiams@pbbsre.ac.uk) 


As a researcher and co-ordinator of a major European project focusing on this 
major pest of oilseed rape, I support this application to conserve the specific name of 
Curculio assimilis Paykull, 1792 (currently Ceutorhynchus assimilis). 

The cabbage seed weevil, for which the name Ceutorhynchus assimilis is in 
prevailing use, is a major economic pest of oilseed rape and other cruciferous crops 
in Europe, Australasia and North America. It has been the subject of strategic and 
applied research since the beginning of the last century and a considerable literature 
using Ceutorhynchus assimilis as its specific name has accumulated. A change in name 
for this insect to Ceutorhynchus obstrictus, as used incorrectly by Colonnelli (1993) 
for the reasons given by Alford (2006), would lead to considerable confusion among 
readers of this literature. 

As a researcher, I have studied the pests of oilseed rape continuously since 1972, 
and to date have published 76 papers which include work on the cabbage seed weevil, 
referring to it by the specific name Ceutorhynchus assimilis (a list of these publications 
is held by the Commission Secretariat). 

As an ‘expert’ on the pests of oilseed rape, I was asked earlier this year to revise the 
database for the cabbage seed weevil (as Ceutorhynchus assimilis) for the Crop 
Protection Compendium, published by CAB International. My revision collated 
information from 116 publications on the cabbage seed weevil, all as Cewtorhynchus 
assimilis (a list of these publications is held by the Commission Secretariat). 

A major recent landmark in the study of oilseed rape pests has been the publication 
of the book ‘Biocontrol of Oilseed Rape Pests’ (Alford, 2003). This is a multi-author 
volume with contributions from 15 currently active European researchers. It has 
several chapters specifically on biocontrol of cabbage seed weevil. Authors agreed 
that, for this monograph, ‘the name Ceutorhynchus assimilis is maintained for the 


cabbage seed weevil . . . as there would appear no good reason to adopt obstrictus’ 
and ‘the confusion generated by so. doing would be enormous’ (Alford, 2003, 
p. 15). 


The practice of maintaining the name Ceutorhynchus assimilis for the cabbage seed 
weevil was continued by agreement of partners for the EU-funded project MASTER 
‘MAnagement STrategies for European Rape pests’ QLK5-CT-2001-01447 
(2001-2006), of which I was Scientific Coordinator (Williams et al., 2005). This 
project had partners from six EU countries, namely Estonia, Finland, Germany, 
Poland, Sweden and the UK. The main objective of the project was to construct, 
develop, evaluate and promote an Integrated Pest Management System for the 
European winter oilseed rape crop that integrates and maximises biological control 
of six target pests by their key natural enemies, while minimising pesticide use. 
MASTER targeted six major pests of winter oilseed rape in Europe, including the 
cabbage seed weevil. A total of 166 scientific papers have been published or are in 
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press from the project to date, with more to come. Many of these focus on or refer 
to the cabbage seed weevil, using the specific name Ceutorhynchus assimilis. The 
publications are listed on the project website (http://www.rothamsted.bbsrc.ac.uk/ 
pie/master/master.htm). 

Results from the project MASTER have been widely disseminated at major 
international and national meetings during the course of the project and at the 
International Symposium ‘Integrated Pest Management in Oilseed Rape’ held at 
Gottingen, Germany, during 3—5 April 2006. The symposium was attended by 90 
delegates from 15 European countries as well as from Canada, China and Israel. 
Many of the papers focussed on the cabbage seed weevil. Editorial policy was to use 
Ceutorhynchus assimilis as its specific name. 


Additional reference 


Williams, I.H., Biichs, W., Hokkanen, H., Menzler-Hokkanen, I., Johnen, A., Klukowski, Z., 
Luik, A., Nilsson, C. & Ulber, B. 2005. MASTER—Integrating biological control within 
IPM for winter oilseed rape across Europe. Pp. 301-308 in: Proceedings of the BCPC 
International Congress, Crop Science & Technology, Glasgow, 31 October—2 November 
2005. 


Comment on the proposed fixation of the feminine gender of the genus Trachys 
Fabricius, 1801 (Insecta, Coleoptera) and the form of derivation of family-group 
names based on Trachys 

(Case 3335; see BZN 63: 172-176) 


Charles L. Bellamy, Senior Insect Biosystematist (Supervisor) 


Plant Pest Diagnostics Branch, California Department of Food & Agriculture, 3294 
Meadowview Road, Sacramento, CA 95832-1448, U.S.A 
(e-mail: Cbellamy@cdfa.ca.gov) 


The request to fix the gender of Trachys Fabricius, 1801 goes beyond simply 
according the assumed opinion of the original author permanance. In addition to 
Trachys, the following genus-group names in BUPRESTIDAE have the same ending: 
Brachys Dejean, 1833, Enbrachys Fisher, 1935, Neotrachys Obenberger, 1923, 
Taphrocerus (Parabrachys) Cobos, 1979 and Paratrachys Saunders, 1873. Addition- 
ally, the family-group name BRACHYINA Cobos, 1979 would have to be altered to be 
consistent if TRACHYINI was altered to TRACHYDINI. 

According to H. Don Cameron, Department of Classical Studies, University of 
Michigan, Trachys is a masculine stem adjective. The genitive case is Trachyos. The 
Code (Article 29) specifies that family names are formed by adding ‘idae’ to the stem 
of the type genus. Article 29.3.1 specifies that ‘the stem is found by deleting the case 
ending of the appropriate genitive singular’. The genitive singular is Trachyos, the 
case ending 1s -os, so the stem is Trachy- and the correct family name is TRACHYIDAE. 
Thus TRACHYINI and TRACHYINA are the correct spellings for tribe and subtribe, 
respectively. The past uses of TRACHINI and TRACHYDINI are incorrect. 

I believe that if Trachys is fixed as feminine in gender and the spellings of the 
family-group names are altered in alignment with such a decision, we risk confusing 
current and future workers in BUPRESTIDAE or leave the fate of the other family- and 
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genus-group names in limbo. If these six genus-group names are technically 
masculine, fixation of that gender in the larger sense will assure consistency and 
clarity. 

Thus, while I can appreciate the sentiments behind Case 3335, I feel that the 
consistency of a uniform, strictly technical, masculine definition for the entire group 
of generic names and the two derived family-group names is the best way to go. 


Comments on the proposed conservation of the generic names Gnorimus Le Peletier 
de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828 and Osmoderma Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & 
Serville, 1828 (Insecta, Coleoptera) 
(Case 3349; see BZN 63: 177-183) 


(1) Robert E. Woodruff 


Emeritus Taxonomist, Florida State Collection of Arthropods, P.O. Box 147100, 
Gainesville, Florida 32605, U.S.A 
(e-mail: BobsGems@aol.com) 


I would like to go on record as supporting the proposal by Krell, Ballerio & Smith 
to conserve the names Gnorimus and Osmoderma (Coleoptera, SCARABAEIDAE). 
Resurrecting long forgotten or unused names is a great disservice to nomenclatural 
stability. : 


(2) Patrick Arnaud 


22 Sentier des Chévres, 91250, Saintry | Seine, France 
(e-mail: PatricNeotrop@aol.com) 


I agree with the proposed conservation of Gnorimus and Osmoderma rather than 
the revalidation of long-unused names. 


Comment on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Celaenorrhinus ratna 
Fruhstorfer, 1908 (Insecta, Lepidoptera) 
(Case 3339; see BZN 63: 114-117, 201-202) 


Alexey L. Devyatkin 2 


Department of Entomology, Faculty.of Biology, Moscow State University, 119992 
Moscow, Russia (e-mail: ald@3.entomol.bio.msu.ru) 


I can well understand my colleagues dealing with the Oriental HESPERIIDAE who are 
not happy to use the never used and forgotten specific name Ce/aenorrhinus 
kawakamii (Matsumura, 1907) instead of the well-established name C. ratna Fruh- 
storfer, 1908. The species in question seems to be widespread in the Oriental Region 
and, although described from Taiwan, forms a number of subspecies, described 
within the species ratna, on the continent. One of them, C. ratna tytleri Evans, 1926, 
was supposed (Devyatkin, 2000, p. 210) to be illustrated and listed in Osada et al. 
(1999, pl. 134, p. 221) from North Laos under the name C. maculosus (C. & R. Felder, 
[1867]) ssp. The species is therefore very likely to be found in Vietnam. While dealing 
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with the HESPERIIDAE fauna of the latter country, I would never hesitate to identify it 
as C. ratna, being practically unaware of the applicability of the little-known 
Matsumura name to this species. 

It seems clear that the conservation of the name kawakamii would lead to 
unnecessary confusion in the nomenclature of the genus. Furthermore, Matsumura 
himself used the name ratna in his publications (see the references in the Application). 

Therefore, I support the proposed conservation of the specific name ratna 
Fruhstorfer, 1908 by suppression of the name kawakamii Matsumura, 1907 as an 
action supporting the preferred solution to this nomenclatural problem. 

In conclusion, I can add at least one paper (Huang, 2003, p. 68), on Chinese 
butterflies using the name ratna to the list cited in the original application. 


Additional references 


Devyatkin, A.L. 2000. Hesperiidae of Vietnam 8. Three new species of the genus Celaenorrhinus 
Hiibner, 1819, with notes on the C. maculosa (C. & R. Felder, [1867]) — oscula Evans, 
1949 group (Lepidoptera, Hesperiidae). Atalanta, 31(1/2): 205-211. 

Huang, H. 2003. A list of butterflies collected from Nujiang (Lou Tse Kiang) and Dulongjiang, 
China with descriptions of new species, new subspecies, and revisional notes. Neue 
Entomologische Nachrichten, 51: 55—114. 

Osada, S., Uémura, Y. & Uehara, J. 1999. An illustrated checklist of the butterflies of Laos 
P.D.R. 240 pp. Mokuyo-sha, Tokyo. 
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OPINION 2161 (Case 3321) 


Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856 (Gastropoda, Prosobranchia, 
RISSOOIDEA): usage conserved by the designation of Bulimus viridis 
Poiret, 1801 as the type species 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the usage of the generic name Bythinella 
Moquin-Tandon, 1856 is conserved by designating Bulimus viridis Poiret, 1801 as the 
type species. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Gastropoda; Prosobranchia; RISSOOIDEA; 
Bythinella; Bythinella viridis; Leachia; Europe. 


Ruling 

(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that all previous fixations of type 
species for the nominal genus Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856 are set aside 
and Bulimus viridis Poiret, 1801 is designated as the type species. 

(2) The name Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856 (gender: feminine), type species by 
designation in (1) above Bulimus viridis Poiret, 1801, is hereby placed on the 
Official List of Generic Names in Zoology. 

(3) The name viridis Poiret, 1801, as published in the binomen Bulimus viridis 
(specific name of the type species of Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856) is 
hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected and 

Invalid Generic Names in Zoology: 

(a) Leachia Risso, 1826 (a junior homonym of Leachia Lesueur, 1821) 
(Cephalopoda); 

(b) Bithinella Fischer, 1885 (an unjustified emendation and junior objective 
synonym of Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856); 

(c) Bithynella Fagot, 1886 (an unjustified emendation and junior objective 
synonym of Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856). 


& 


History of Case 3321 rs 

An application to conserve the usage of the generic name Bythinella Moquin- 
Tandon, 1856 by designating Bulimus viridis Poiret, 1801 as the type species was 
received from D. Kadolsky (66 Heathhurst Road, Sanderstead, Surrey CR2 OBA, 
U.K.) on 23 June 2004. After correspondence the case was published in BZN 62: 
134-139 (September 2005). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were 
published on the Commission’s website. A comment in support of the case was 
published in BZN 63: 48. 


Decision of the Commission 

On 1 June 2006 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 137. At the close of the voting period on | September 
2006 the votes were as follows: 
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Affirmative votes — 18: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Halliday, 
Kerzhner (parts 1, 2 and 3), Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, 
Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Song, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes — 1: Kerzhner (part 4). 

Voting against part 4, Kerzhner said that it was undesirable to place on the Official 
Indexes names which were clearly invalid under the Code. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists and an Official 
Index by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 


Bithinella Fischer, 1885, Manuel de conchyliologie et de paléontologie conchyliologique, part 8, 
p. 725. 

Bithynella Fagot, 1886, Bulletin de la Société d'Histoire naturelle de Toulouse, 20: 62. 

Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856, Histoire naturelle des mollusques terrestres et fluviatiles de 
France ..., pp. 515-516. 

Leachia Risso, 1826, Histoire naturelle des principales productions de I’Europe méridionale, 
p. 102. 

viridis, Bulimus, Poiret, 1801, Coquilles fluviatiles et terrestres observées dans le département de 
Aisne et aux environs de Paris, pp. 44-47. 
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OPINION 2162 (Case 3314) 


Stegopterus Burmeister & Schaum, 1840 and Trichiotinus Casey, 1915 
(Insecta, Coleoptera, SCARABAEIDAE): conserved 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the names of two well-established genera of 
cetoniine scarab beetles, Stegopterus Burmeister & Schaum, 1840 and Trichiotinus 
Casey, 1915, are conserved by suppression of two senior synonyms, Tetrophthalmus 
Kirby, 1827 and Trichinus Kirby, 1827. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; SCARABAEIDAE; Stegopterus; Trichi- 
otinus; Stegopterus suturalis; Trichiotinus piger; scarab beetles; North America; South 
Africa. 


Ruling 


(1) 


—~ 
i) 
wa 


— 
eS) 
~— 


(5) 


Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that the following names are 
suppressed for the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the 
Principle of Homonymy: 

(a) Tetrophthalmus Kirby, 1827; 

(b) Trichinus Kirby, 1827. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Generic Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) Stegopterus Burmeister & Schaum, 1840 (gender: masculine), type species 
by subsequent designation by Smith (2004) Trichius suturalis Gory & 
Percheron, 1833; 

(b) Trichiotinus Casey, 1915 (gender: masculine), type species by original 
designation Trichius piger Fabricius, 1775. 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 

in Zoology: 

(a) suturalis Gory & Percheron, 1833, as published in the binomen Trichius 
suturalis (specific name of the type species of Stegopterus Burmeister & 
Schaum, 1840): 

(b) piger Fabricius, 1775, as published in the binomen Trichius piger (specific 
name of the type species of Trichiotinus Casey, 1915). 

The following names are hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected and 

Invalid Generic Names in Zoology: 

(a) Tetrophthalmus Kirby, 1827 (as suppressed in (1)(a) above); 

(b) Trichinus Kirby, 1827 (as suppressed in (1)(b) above). 

The name swtularis Kirby, 1827, as published in the binomen Trichius sutularis, 

is hereby placed on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names 

in Zoology. 


History of Case 3314 
An application to conserve the generic names of two well-established genera of 
cetoniine scarab beetles, Stegopterus Burmeister & Schaum, 1840 and Trichiotinus 


Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 63(4) December 2006 279 


Casey, 1915, was received from Andrew B.T. Smith (Canadian Museum of Nature, 
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada) on 16 February 2004. After correspondence the case was 
published in BZN 62: 75-78 (June 2005). The title, abstract and keywords of the case 
were published on the Commission’s website. A comment in support of the case and 
proposing the placement of the name Trichius sutularis Kirby, 1827 on the Official 
Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in Zoology was published in BZN 62: 
241. 


Decision of the Commission 

On 1 June 2006 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 76 and 62: 241. At the close of the voting period on 
1 September 2006 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 15: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet (parts 1b, 2b, 3b, 4b), 
Brothers, Halliday, Kerzhner (part), Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, 
Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Song and Stys. 

Negative votes — 4: Bouchet (parts la, 2a, 3a, 4a), Kerzhner (part), Ng and van Tol. 

Bouchet and Kerzhner voted against the conservation of the name Stegopterus 
Burmeister & Schaum, 1840 on account of the limited usage of the name. 

Lamas abstained from voting. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on Official Lists and Official 
Indexes by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 


piger, Trichius, Fabricius, 1775, Systema Entomologiae, p. 41. 

Stegopterus Burmeister & Schaum, 1840, Zeitschrift fiir die Entomologie, 2(2): 404. 

sutularis, Trichius, Kirby, 1827, Zoological Journal, 3(10): 156. 

suturalis, Trichius, Gory & Percheron, 1833, Monographie des Cétoines et genres voisins .. ., 
p. 48. 

Tetrophthalmus Kirby, 1827, Zoological Journal, 3(10): 156. 

Trichinus Kirby, 1827, Zoological Journal, 3(10): 156. 

Trichiotinus Casey, 1915, Memoirs on the Coleoptera, 6: 381. 


The following is the reference for the designation of Trichius suturalis Gory & Percheron, 
1833 as the type species of Stegopterus Burmeister & Schaum, 1840: 


Smith, A.B.T. 2004. Coleopterists’ Bulletin, 58(2): 288. 
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OPINION 2163 (Case 3329) 


Mycetoporus forticornis Fauvel, 1875 (Insecta, Coleoptera): specific 
name given precedence over Mycetoporus aequalis Thomson, 1868 


Abstract. The specific name Mycetoporus forticornis Fauvel, 1875 is conserved for a 
widespread Palaearctic species of rove beetle (STAPHYLINIDAE). The name was 
threatened by the recently discovered senior synonym Mycetoporus aequalis Thom- 
son, 1868, which was in current use for another species of the same genus. A change 
in the application of the name from one widespread species to another would have 
caused considerable confusion, and the name Mycetoporus forticornis is given 
precedence over Mycetoporus aequalis. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Coleoptera; STAPHYLINIDAE; TACHYPORINAE: 
Mycetoporus; Mycetoporus forticornis; Mycetoporus aequalis; rove beetles; Palae- 
arctic. 


Ruling 
(1) Under the plenary power it is hereby ruled that the name /forticornis Fauvel, 

1875, as published in the binomen Mycetoporus forticornis, is given precedence 

over the name aequalis Thomson, 1868, as published in the binomen 

Mycetoporus aequalis, whenever the two are considered to be synonyms. 

(2) The following names are hereby placed on the Official List of Specific Names 
in Zoology: 

(a) forticornis Fauvel, 1875, as published in the binomen Mycetoporus 
forticornis, with the endorsement that it is to be given precedence over the 
name aequalis Thomson, 1868, as published in the binomen Mycetoporus 
aequalis, whenever the two are considered to be synonyms; 

(b) aequalis Thomson, 1868, as published in the binomen Mycetoporus 
aequalis, with the endorsement that it is not to be given priority over the 
name forticornis Fauvel, 1875, as published in the binomen Mycetoporus 
forticornis, whenever the two are considered to be synonyms. 


History of Case 3329 

An application to conserve the specific name Mycetoporus forticornis Fauvel, 1875 
for a widespread Palaearctic species of rove beetle (STAPHYLINIDAE) by giving it 
precedence over Mycetoporus aequalis Thomson, 1868 was received from Michael 
Schiilke (Rue Ambroise Paré 11, D-13405 Berlin, Germany) on 18 August 2004. After 
correspondence the case was published in BZN 62: 140-141 (September 2005). The 
title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the Commission’s website. 
No comments on this case were received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On 1 June 2006 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 141. At the close of the voting period on 1 September 
2006 the votes were as follows: 
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Affirmative votes — 14: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Brothers, Halliday, Macpherson, 
Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, Song and van Tol. 

Negative votes — 3: Kerzhner, Lamas and Stys. 

No vote was received from Bouchet. 


Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List by the ruling 
given in the present Opinion: 
aequalis, Mycetoporus, Thomson, 1868, Skandinaviens Coleoptera, synoptisk bearbetade, Tom. 


X, p. 323. 
forticornis, Mycetoporus, Fauvel, 1875, Faune Gallo-Rhénane ou species des insectes qui habitent 


la France, la Belgique ..., p. 572. 
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OPINION 2164 (Case 3328) 


Didelphis Linnaeus, 1758 (Mammalia, DIDELPHIDAE): gender corrected 
to feminine, and Cryptotis Pomel, 1848 (Mammalia, soriciDAe): 
gender fixed as masculine 


Abstract. The Commission has ruled that the entry on the Official List of Generic 
Names in Zoology for the nominal genus Didelphis Linnaeus, 1758 is amended from 
masculine to feminine, as originally used by Linnaeus, and that the gender of the 
nominal genus Cryptotis Pomel, 1848 is fixed as masculine. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; Soricomorpha; DIDELPHIDAE; SORICIDAE; 
Didelphis; Cryptotis; mammals. 


Ruling 
(1) It is hereby ruled: 

(a) under the plenary power that the entry on the Official List of Generic 
Names in Zoology for Didelphis Linnaeus, 1758 is amended to record that 
the gender is corrected from masculine to feminine; 

(b) that the gender of the name Crypfotis Pomel, 1848 is masculine. 

(2) The name Cryptotis Pomel, 1848 (gender: masculine), type species by 
monotypy Sorex cinereus Bachman, 1837, is hereby placed on the Official List 
of Generic Names in Zoology. 


History of Case 3328 

An application to amend the entry on the Official List of Generic Names in 
Zoology for the nominal genus Didelphis Linnaeus, 1758 from masculine to feminine, 
and to fix the gender of the nominal genus Cryptotis Pomel, 1848 as masculine, was 
received from Alfred L. Gardner (USGS Patuxent Wildlife Research Center, National 
Museum of Natural History, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC 20013-7012, 
U.S.A.) on 10 September 2004. After correspondence the case was published in 
BZN 62: 142-145 (September 2005).,The title, abstract and keywords of the case 
were published on the Commission’s website. No comments on this case were 
received. 


Decision of the Commission 

On 1 June 2006 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 143. At the close of the voting period on 1 September 
2006 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 17: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Brothers, Halliday, Kerzhner, 
Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, Papp, Patterson, Rosenberg, 
Song, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes — none. 

No vote was received from Bouchet. 
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Original references 


The following are the original references to the names placed on an Official List or amended 
by the ruling given in the present Opinion: 
Cryptotis Pomel, 1848, Archive des Sciences Physiques et Naturelles, Genéve, 9: 249. 
Didelphis Linnaeus, 1758, Systema Naturae, Ed. 10, vol. 1, pp. 54-55. 
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OPINION 2165 (Case 3327) 


Amyot, Méthode mononymique (1845-1847): correction to Opinion 
686 


Abstract. The Commission has amended the ruling given in Opinion 686 to eliminate 
confusion caused by the omission of part of the work by C.J.B. Amyot, 1845-1847. 
The work in question, Entomologie Frangaise. Rhynchotes, Méthode mononymique, 
was published in Annales de la Société Entomologique de France and reprinted as a 
book (Amyot, 1848). The relevant entry on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid 
Works in Zoological Nomenclature has been corrected. 


Keywords. Nomenclature; taxonomy; C.J.B. Amyot, Méthode Mononymique; 
Hemiptera. 


Ruling 

(1) The ruling given in Opinion 686 is hereby amended to include vol. 5, 
pp. 143-238 of C.J.B. Amyot’s Annales de la Société entomologique de France 
(1845-1847). 

(2) The entry on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Works in Zoological 
Nomenclature relating to C.J.B. Amyot’s Annales de la Société entomologique 
de France (1845-1847) is hereby corrected to include vol. 5, pp. 143-238, 
453-543, t. 2, 7 in the pagination cited. 


History of Case 3327 

An application to amend the ruling given in Opinion 686 to eliminate confusion 
caused by the omission of part of the work by C.J.B. Amyot, Entomologie Frangaise. 
Rhynchotes, Méthode mononymique, published in Annales de la Société Ento- 
mologique de France (1845-1847) was received from I.M. Kerzhner (Zoological 
Institute, Russian Academy of Sciences, St. Petersburg 199034, Russia) on 30 
September 2004. After correspondence the case was published in BZN 62: 146-148 
(September 2005). The title, abstract and keywords of the case were published on the 
Commission’s website. A comment in support of the case was received from J.P. 
Duffels Unstitute for Biodiversity and Ecosystem Dynamics, Zoological Museum, 
Amsterdam, The Netherlands) and circulated with the Voting Papers. 


Decision of the Commission 

On | June 2006 the members of the Commission were invited to vote on the 
proposals published in BZN 62: 147. At the close of the voting period on | September 
2006 the votes were as follows: 

Affirmative votes — 18: Alonso-Zarazaga, Bock, Bouchet, Brothers, Halliday, 
Kerzhner, Lamas, Macpherson, Mahnert, Mawatari, Minelli, Ng, Papp, Patterson, 
Rosenberg, Song, Stys and van Tol. 

Negative votes — none. 
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Original reference 


The following is the original reference to the correction of an entry on the Official Index of 
Rejected and Invalid Works in Zoological Nomenclature by the ruling given in the present 
Opinion: 

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature. 1963. Opinion 686. BZN 20: 423. 
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NAMES AND WORKS PLACED ON OFFICIAL LISTS AND INDEXES OR 
EMENDED IN RULINGS OF THE COMMISSION PUBLISHED IN 
VOLUME 63 (2006) 


Names and Works placed on the Official Lists and Indexes in Volume 63 are listed 
below. Entries on the Official Lists are in bold type and those on the Official Indexes 
in non-bold type. 


aequalis, Mycetoporus, Thomson, 1868 (Coleoptera) Op. 2163 
annectens, Desmophyes, Haeckel, 1888 (Cnidaria) Op. 2157 
Apostraphia Hubner, 1816 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2152 
arbustorum, Musca, Linnaeus, 1758 (Diptera) Op. 2153 
arenarius, Scarabaeus, Fabricius, 1787 (Coleoptera) Op. 2150 
arenarius, Scarabaeus, Olivier, 1789 (Coleoptera) Op. 2150 
azia, Thecla, Hewitson, 1873 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2144 


badium, Lathrobium, Cameron, 1924 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
badium, Lathrobium, Gravenhorst, 1802 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
bicolor, Lathrobium, Erichson, 1840 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
bicolor, Lathrobium, Gravenhorst, 1802 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
Bithinella Fischer, 1885 (Gastropoda) Op. 2161 

Bithynella Fagot, 1886 (Gastropoda) Op. 2161 

Bolboceras Kirby, 1819 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 

Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856 (Gastropoda) Op. 2161 


CALCARINIDAE Pallary, 1909 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 

carolina, Libellula, Linnaeus, 1763 (Odonata) Op. 2158 
Carthusiana Kobelt, 1871 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 
CARTHUSIANINI Kobelt, 1904 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 

celata, Cliona, Grant, 1826 (Porifera) Op. 2133 

charithonia, Papilio, Linnaeus, 1767 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2152 
cingala, Eterusia, Moore, 1877 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2151 
CLUDAE Jeffreys, 1869 (Pteropoda) Op. 2133 

Clio Linnaeus, 1767 (Pteropoda) Op. 2133 

Cliona Grant, 1826 (Porifera) Op. 2133 

CLIONAIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851 (Porifera) Op. 2133 

Clione Pallas, 1774 (Pteropoda) Op. 2133 

Clione Rafinesque, 1815 (Pteropoda) Op. 2133 

CLIONIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851 (Porifera) Op. 2133 

CLIONIDAE Rafinesque, 1815 (Pteropoda) Op. 2133 
compressus, Eugeniacrinites, Goldfuss, 1829 (Crinoidea) Op. 2155 
costata, Porambonites, Pander, 1830 (Brachiopoda) Op. 2154 
Crioceris Geoffroy, 1762 (Coleoptera) Op. 2159 

Cryptotis Pomel, 1848 (Mammalia) Op. 2164 


Desmophyes Haeckel, 1888 (Cnidaria) Op. 2157 
Didelphis Linnaeus, 1758 (Mammalia) Op. 2164 
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dimidiatus, Sunius, Stephens, 1833 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
dimidiatus, Sunius, Wollaston, 1864 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
DROMHDAE Bonelli, 1810 (Coleoptera) Op. 2149 

Dromius Bonelli, 1810 (Coleoptera) Op. 2149 

DROMIUSIDAE Bonelli, 1810 (Coleoptera) Op. 2149 


elegans, Bathyporeia, Crawford, 1937 (Amphipoda) Op. 2136 
elegans, Bathyporeia, Watkin, 1938 (Amphipoda) Op. 2136 
elegans, Drosophila, Bock & Wheeler, 1972 (Diptera) Op. 2143 
elegans, Drosophila, Statz, 1940 (Diptera) Op. 2143 

Eristalis Latreille, 1804 (Diptera) Op. 2153 

EUPARYPHINAE Perrot, 1939 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 


fasciatus, Aphodius, Fabricius, 1801 (Coleoptera) Op. 2150 
fasciatus, Scarabaeus, Olivier, 1789 (Coleoptera) Op. 2150 
filosus, Octopus, Howell, 1868 (Cephalopoda) Op. 2147 
filum, Paederus, Waltl, 1838 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 

filum, Sunius, Aubé, 1850 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 

forticornis, Mycetoporus, Fauvel, 1875 (Coleoptera) Op. 2163 
fulvipes, Lathrobium, Adachi, 1955 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
fulvipes, Lathrobium, Blanchard, 1842 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 


Gammarocrinites Quenstedt, 1857 (Crinoidea) Op. 2155 
gorgone, Dryas reticulata, Hiibner, 1810 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2160 
guacanagari, Thecla, Wallengren, 1860 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2144 
Gynacantha Rambur, 1842 (Odonata) Op. 2148 


Heliconia Godart, 1819 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2152 

Heliconius Kluk, 1780 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2152 

Heliconius Latreille, 1804 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2152 

Hindia Duncan, 1879 (Porifera) Op. 2134 

HINDIDAE Rauff, 1894 (Porifera) Op. 2134 

horticola, Musca, De Geer, 1776 (Diptera) Op. 2153 
hummelincki, Octopus, Adam, 1936 (Cephalopoda) Op. 2147 


= 


ismeria, Melitaea, Boisduval & Le Conte, 1835 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2160 


Leachia Risso, 1826 (Gastropoda) Op. 2161 

Leucochroa Beck, 1837 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 
LEUCOCHROIDAE Westerlund, 1886 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 
Lilioceris Reitter, 1912 (Coleoptera) Op. 2159 

limacina, Clio, Phipps, 1774 (Pteropoda) Op. 2133 
limnophilus, Paederus, Erichson, 1840 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
limophilus, Paederus, Heer, 1839 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 


Metromenus Sharp, 1884 (Coleoptera) Op. 2140 
Microspongia Miller & Dyer, 1878 (Porifera) Op. 2134 
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MICROSPONGIIDAE Howell, 1940 (Porifera) Op. 2134 

Monacha Fitzinger, 1833 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 
MONACHAINAE/MONACHAINI Wenz, 1930 (1904) (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 
MONACHINAE Wenz, 1930 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 


nemorum, Musca, Linnaeus, 1758 (Diptera) Op. 2153 
nervosa, Gynacantha, Rambur, 1842 (Odonata) Op. 2148 
nycteis, Melitaea, Doubleday, 1847 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2160 


Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
olidus, Nicrophorus, Matthews, 1888 (Coleoptera) Op. 2141 


pallipes, Lathrobium, Gravenhorst, 1802 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
pallipes, Lathrobium, Sharp, 1889 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
palmae, Dyscolus, Blackburn, 1877 (Coleoptera) Op. 2140 
Pemphigus Hartig, 1839 (Hemiptera) Op. 2137 

Phasianoides, Palaeortyx, Milne-Edwards, 1869 (Aves) Op. 2146 
piger, Trichius, Fabricius, 1775 (Coleoptera) Op. 2162 
Platystrophia King, 1850 (Brachiopoda) Op. 2154 

plebeja, Musca, Linnaeus, 1758 (Diptera) Op. 2142 

plicata, Rosacea, Bigelow, 1911 (Cnidaria) Op. 2157 

plicata, Rosacea, Quoy & Gaimard, 1827 (Cnidaria) Op. 2157 
putridus, Aphodius, Sturm, 1805 (Coleoptera) Op. 2150 
putridus, Scarabaeus, Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785 (Coleoptera) Op. 2150 
putridus, Scarabaeus, Herbst, 1789 (Coleoptera) Op. 2150 
pyramidata, Clio, Linnaeus, 1767 (Pteropoda) Op. 2133 


quadricollis, Nicrophorus, Gistel, 1848 (Coleoptera) Op. 2141 
quadridens, Scarabaeus, Fabricius, 1781 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
quadrimaculatus, Carabus, Linnaeus, 1758 (Coleoptera) Op. 2149 


Rhizobius Burmeister, 1835 (Hemiptera) Op. 2137 

Rosacea Quoy & Gaimard, 1827 (Cnidaria) Op. 2157 
rutilipennis, Astenus, Chevrolat, 1860 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
rutilipennis, Astenus, Reitter, 1909 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 


sapho, Papilio, Drury, 1782 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2152 

sappho, Papilio, Pallas, 1771 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2152 
Sclerocrinus Jaekel, 1891 (Crinoidea) Op. 2155 

septentrionicola, Eterusia aedea, Felder & Felder, 1862 (Lepidoptera) Op. 2151 
spechti, Macropodus, Schreitmiiller, 1936 (Osteichthyes) Op. 2145 
spengleri, Nautilus, Gmelin, 1791 (Foraminiferida) Op. 2156 
sphaeroidalis, Hindia, Duncan, 1879 (Porifera) Op. 2134 
Sphaerolites Hinde, 1875 (Porifera) Op. 2134 

Sphincterochila Ancey, 1887 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 
SPHINCTEROCHILIDAE Zilch, 1960 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 

statzi, Drosophila, Ashburner & Bachli, 2004 (Diptera) Op. 2143 
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Stegopterus Burmeister & Schaum, 1840 (Coleoptera) Op. 2162 
strambergensis, Sclerocrinus, Jackel, 1891 (Crinoidea) Op. 2155 
sutularis, Trichius, Kirby, 1827 (Coleoptera) Op. 2162 

suturalis, Trichius, Gory & Percheron, 1833 (Coleoptera) Op. 2162 


Teba Beck, 1847 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 

Teba Turton, 1831 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 

tenuis, Pinophilus, Fagel, 1963 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
tenuis, Pinophilus, Sharp, 1876 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
Tetrophthalmus Kirby, 1827 (Coleoptera) Op. 2162 
THEBINI Wenz, 1923 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 

Thereva Fabricius, 1798 (Diptera) Op. 2142 

Thereva Latreille, 1797 (Diptera) Op. 2142 

Tramea Hagen, 1861 (Odonata) Op. 2158 
Trapezostigma Hagen, 1849 (Odonata) Op. 2158 
Triacanthagyna Selys, 1883 (Odonata) Op. 2148 
Trichinus Kirby, 1827 (Coleoptera) Op. 2162 
Trichiotinus Casey, 1915 (Coleoptera) Op. 2162 
trifida, Gynacantha, Rambur, 1842 (Odonata) Op. 2148 


unicolor, Sunius, Mulsant & Rey, 1878 (Coleoptera) Op. 2138 
viridis, Bulimus, Poiret, 1801 (Gastropoda) Op. 2161 
XEROPHILIDAE Morch, 1864 (Gastropoda) Op. 2135 


Work placed on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Works in Zoological 
Nomenclature 


Amyot, C.J.B. 1845-1847. Entomologie Francaise, Rhynchotes, Méthode 
Mononymique. Annales de la Société entomologique de France. Op. 2165. 
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KEY NAMES IN APPLICATIONS AND COMMENTS PUBLISHED IN 
VOLUME 63 (2006) 
‘(for names in Rulings of the Commission see pages 287 290) 


Page 
acus, Sphyraena, Lacepede;, 1803)(Meleostel) 22% 4585 2 24 2s eas: 48 
alba, Colias hyale, Ruhl, 1893 (Lepidoptera) ................ 106 
Aleurostictus Karby, 1827 (@oleoptera)) > = 54s 4) 2. 177, 274 
alfacariensis, Colias hyale, Ribbe, 1905 (Lepidoptera). ........... 106 
anomalus, Palamopus, Hitchcock, 1845 (Ichnotaxa, Reptilia?) . . . . 49, 131, 202 
aphodioides, Melolontha, Wliger, 1800 (Coleoptera) ..........2.2.. 239 
armata, Oceania, Kolliker, 1853 (Hydrozoa) .............2... 130 
assimilis, Curculio, Paykull, 1792 (Coleoptera) .........2.2... 31, 272 
bidens, Turbo, Linnaeus, 1758 (Gastropoda) ............ 46, 130, 199 
bivittatus, Cercophonius, Thorell, 1877 (Scorpiones). ............. 20 
Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856 (Gastropoda) ............... 48 
cainti, Cherax, Austin in Austin & Ryan, 2002 (Decapoda) ......... 231 
Calamaria H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827 (Reptilia) ............2... 267 
caloptera, Buprestis, Boisduval, 1835 (Coleoptera) ............. 247 
capillare, Eudendrium, Alder, 1856 (Hydrozoa).............. 8, 197 
Cisseis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1839 (Coleoptera) .......... 247 
collicim@helodinay Graya lssol(Reptlia) Meese ee a ele 187 
compressus, Productus, Say in James, 1823 (Brachiopoda). ......... 255 
compressus, Productus, Waagen, 1884 (Brachiopoda) ............ ID) 
contractus, Curculio, Geoffroy in Fourcroy, 1785 (Coleoptera) ....... 251 
contractus, Curculio, Marsham, 1802 (Coleoptera) .........2.... 251 
Coprinisphaera Sauer, 1955 (Ichnotaxa, Coleoptera) ............ 243 
coriacea, Cambalida, Simon, 1909 (Araneae) ........2.2.2.2.2.. 17, 201 
croesella, Phalaena, Scopoli, 1763 (Lepidoptera) .............. 118 
Ghuentataw Nectarinias Ruppellas45y(Awes)i) 95 5 26 5 52 2 ce eee 42 
Curis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1839 (Coleoptera)... ........ 247 
curtistylus, Psectrocladius, Goetghebuer, 1921 (Diptera) .......... 12 
cylindricus, Trochus, Gmelin, 1791 (Gastropoda) ..........2.... 163 
DiphicraniawDejeans s33n(Coleoptera) ween eee eo 247 
doriae, Oncopus, Thorell, 1876 (Arachnida) ................ 167 
duodecimmaculata, Buprestis, Fabricius, 1801 (Coleoptera) ......... 247 
aoarmns,, Ura; \LeA., WSehil (einvelhe) 2° 6 ccs oo co o oo ao yo 8 6 6 6 0 0 226 
eccentricus, Halipegus, Thomas, 1939 (Digenea) ............... 2 
ecuadoriensis, Coprinisphaera, Saurer, 1955 (Ichnotaxa, Coleoptera)... . . 243 
eremita, Scarabaeus, Scopoli, 1763 (Coleoptera) ............ L7H, Ze 
excisus, Pecten, Bronn, 1831 (Bivalvia) ..........2.2..2.2.2.2.2. 15) 
flexuella, Spaniotoma (Orthocladius), Edwards, 1929 (Diptera) ....... 122 


Fontanai Roselli, 1939 (Ichnotaxa, Coleoptera). .............. 243 
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Fontanaichnus Roselli, 1976 (Ichnotaxa, Coleoptera) ............ 243 
fulvipes, Castianeira, Simon, 1896 (Araneae) .............. 17, 201 
geoffroyi, Ateles, Kuhl, 1820 (Primates) ............ fn Fane 127 
germari, Chrysobothris, Gory & Laporte, 1838 (Coleoptera) ...... 36, 201 
Germarostes Paulian, 1982 (Coleoptera) ..........2........ 239 
Gigantopecten Rovereto, 1899 (Bivalvia) .................. 155 
Gnorimus Chaudhni, 1975 (Coleoptera) ........2..2..2.2... 177, 274 
Gnorimus Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828 (Coleoptera) . . 177, 274 
greeni, Lachnus, Schouteden, 1905 (Hemiptera). ............... 28 
Gymnodus Kirby, 1827 (Coleoptera) ..........2..2..2.... 177, 274 
Haroldostes Paulian, 1982 (Coleoptera) ...........2.2...... 239 
Heliacus @Orbigny, 1842 (Gastropoda) .................. 163 
ignipes, Chrysobothris, Gory & Laporte, 1838 (Coleoptera) ...... . 36, 201 
kawakami, Notocrypta, Matsumura, 1907 (Lepidoptera) .... . 114, 201, 274 
latissima, Ostrea, Brocchi, 1814 (Bivalvia) ........2..2.2.2.2.2.2.. ISS) 
linnaei, Calamaria, H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827 (Reptilia) ........2... 267 
TR SSOGHIAHISHSACCOMMUSOMA (S121) mene eee ane 155 
Hissochlamysssacco, l897\(Bivalvia) a 4 eee lee ener 155 
Macrochelodina Wells & Wellington, 1985 (Reptilia) ............ 187 
MacrochlamisiSaccowlsoia(Bivalvia) eae een ee 155 
Macrochlamys Sacco, 1897 (Bivalvia) ................... 155 
meridionalis, Colias hyale, Krulikowsky, 1903 (Lepidoptera) ........ 106 
Mesosmittia Brundin, 1956 (Diptera) ................... 122 
minuta, Buprestis, Limmaeus, 1758 (Coleoptera). ............ 172, 273 
morahpressus, Compressoproductus, Waterhouse & Piyasin, 1970 

(Brachiopoda)) 220.. s "eS ss oy eee oy ena erie a m5)5) 
NAIDIDAE Ehrenberg, 1828 (Annelida) ..........2..2........ 48 
nepenthicola, Misumena, Pocock, 1898 (Araneae). .........2.... 102 
nexus, Baetis, Navas, 1918 (Ephemeroptera) ................. 23 
nobilis, Scarabaeus, Linnaeus, 1758 (Coleoptera) ............ 177, 214 
oblonga, Chelodina, Gray, 1841 (Reptilia) ................. 187 
obovalis, Obovaria, Rafinesque, 1820 (Bivalvia). .............. 226 
Obovaria Rafinesque, 1819 (Bivalvia) ................... 226 
occidualis, Halipegus, Krull, 1935 (Digenea) ................. 12 
occidualis, Halipegus, Stafford, 1905 (Digenea) ................ 12 
Oceania Péron & Lesueur, 1810 (Hydrozoa) ................ 130 
OCEANIDAE Eschscholtz, 1829 (Hydrozoa) ................. 130 
OCEANIDAE Eschscholtz, 1829 (Hydrozoa) ................. 130 
ocellata, Rana, Linnaeus, 1758 (Amphibia, Anura) ............. 184 


Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 63(4) December 2006 293 


ONCOPODIDAE Thorell, 1876 (Arachnida) ...........2.2.2.2.2.2.. 167 
Oncopus Herrich-Schaffer, 1855 (Arachnida) ...... ......... 167 
Oncopusmihorells7Gx(Arachnida) easiness) nee 167 


Osmoderma Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828 (Coleoptera) . 177, 274 


Poenmranonlins Giraxy, S39 (AWE) os 5 6 066 co ono vc peo 194 
PRadamaniuns Greasy, S40) (AVES) 6s oo ono be ooo oe 194 
Palamopus Hitchcock, 1845 (Ichnotaxa, Reptilia?) ......... 49, 131, 202 
Palamopus Hitchcock, 1848 (Ichnotaxa, Reptilia?) ......... 49, 131, 202 
palmatus, Ornithichnites, Hitchcock, 1836 (Ichnotaxa, Reptilia?) . . . 49, 131, 202 
panamansis, Hyloxalus, Dunn, 1933 (Amphibia) ...........2.... 39 
panamensis, Hyloxalus, Dunn, 1933 (Amphibia) ............... 39 
papillaris, Helix, Muller, 1774 (Gastropoda) ............ 46, 130, 199 
pentaphlebodes, Baetis, Ujhelyi, 1966 (Ephemeroptera) ........... . 23 
projacia, Corcenia, Willey, 1980) (DIEM) oc 5 co nc oe pe oe ee 12 
rROUGS, CHAT, Rityoyoe, ISO (AWES) cao 6b tb oo ec ot ho 42 
Pseudorthocladius Edwards, 1932 (Diptera) ................ 12. 
Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer, 1943 (Diptera) .............. 122 
punctulatus, Staphylinus, Paykull, 1789 (Coleoptera) ..........2... 33 
ratna, Celaenorrhinus sumitra, Fruhstorfer, 1908 (Lepidoptera) . . 114, 201, 274 
reise, Uo, Lanna, St Cinelli) > so 6.66555 66 eo een ada se 226 
rugiceps, Acanthocerus, Germar, 1843 (Coleoptera)... ........... 239 
rugosa, Chelodina, Ogilby, 1890 (Reptilia) ................. 187 
sareptensis, Colias hyale, Alphéraky, 1875 (Lepidoptera) .......... 106 
Schizechinus Pomel, 1869 (Echinoidea)). . ......=...=........- 259 
SclagissMannerhem ys 837(Coleoptera)iy aap Geen eee oe a ae 247 
serresii, Echinus, Des Moulins, 1837 (Echinoidea) ........2.2.2.2.2. 259 
serresii, Psammechinus, Desor, 1856 (Echinoidea). ........2.2.2.2.. 259 
sexsignata, Buprestis, Say, 1839 (Coleoptera). ............. 36, 201 
spathulatus, Tydeus, Oudemans, 1928 (Acari). ...........2.... 236 
Sphaerelytrus Blanchard, 1841 (Coleoptera) ...........2..... 239 
tenellum, Eudendrium, Allman, 1877 (Hydrozoa) ............. 8, 197 
tenuimanus, Cherax, Smith, 1912 (Decapoda) ............... 23] 
HorinionGiraypals424(Gastropoda) een een een nen eee 163 
TRACHEIDAE Gistel, 1848 (Coleoptera) ............2.2.2.2.. WLS 
TRACHINAE Obenberger, 1926 (Coleoptera) ................ W228 
TRACHYDINI Reitter, 1911 (Coleoptera). .......2.2...«..«... 172, 273 
TRACEDAINNES Geno, ISI (Coleone). so 1 6 pc oo 72, 2B 
TRACHYNI Kerremans, 1893 (Coleoptera). ............... 7A, ZB 
RA CHVININIGKtaatza ls 69l(Coleoptera) aan cence ee ene 172, 273 
HirachyssRabriciss 80 (Coleoptera) ya = ae ee eee W228 
TRACE NSIDYND ILEVoOMIe, ISIS (CONG). so 5 ooo oc aonb oo bo 172, 273 


TUBINCIDNS VeCousay, IS (wml) 2.656000 oo bo oo ooo oe 48 
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tujafilina, Lachniella, Del Guercio, 1909 (Hemiptera) ............. 28 
Tydeus Kochwl836i(Acani)) ERG A aa IeDar) BOL. ee oe Oe 236 
viridis, Bulimus, Poiret, 1801 (Gastropoda). ................. 48 
aires, Tivo, ielkont, MSI @AWES) 22 6 5 5 oo ooo oe 194 
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INFORMATION AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR AUTHORS 


The following notes are primarily for those preparing applications to the Com- 
mission; other authors should comply with the relevant sections. Applications should 
be prepared in the format of recent parts of the Bulletin; manuscripts not prepared 
in accordance with these guidelines may be returned. 


General. Applications are requests to the Commission to set aside or modify the 
Code’s provisions as they relate to a particular name or group of names when this 
appears to be in the interest of stability of nomenclature. Authors submitting cases 
should regard themselves as acting on behalf of the zoological community and the 
Commission will treat all applications on this basis. Applicants should discuss their 
cases with other workers in the same field before submitting applications, so that they 
are aware of any wider implications and the likely reactions of other zoologists. 


Text. Typed in double spacing, this should consist of numbered paragraphs setting 
out the details of the case and leading to a final paragraph of formal proposals to the 
Commission. Text references should give dates and pages in parentheses, e.g. ‘Daudin 
(1800, p. 49) described ...’. The Abstract will be prepared by the Commission’s 
Secretariat. 


References. These should be given for all authors cited. Where possible, ten or more 
reasonably recent references should be given illustrating the usage of names which are 
to be conserved or given precedence over older names. The title of periodicals should 
be in full and in italics; numbers of volumes, parts, etc. should be in arabic figures, 
separated by a colon from page numbers. Book titles should be in italics and followed 
by the number of pages and plates, the publisher and place of publication. More 
detailed instructions on the preparation of references are given in BZN 59: 159-160. 


Submission of Application. One copy should be sent to: Executive Secretary, the 
International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature, c/o The Natural History 
Museum, Cromwell Road, London SW7 5BD, U.K. It would help to reduce the time 
it takes to process the large number of applications received if the typescript could be 
accompanied by a disk with copy in IBM PC compatible format, or the script sent via 
e-mail to ‘iczn@nhm.ac.uk’ within the message or as an attachment (disks and 
attachments to be in Word, rtf or ASCII text). 


Applications should be accompanied by photocopies of relevant pages of the main 
references if at all possible. 


The Commission’s Secretariat is very willing to advise on all aspects of the 
formulation of an application. 
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PUBLICATION DATES AND PAGINATION OF VOLUME 63 (2006) 


Part No. Pages in Part Date of publication 
1 1-84 31 March 2006 
2 85-152 30 June 2006 
3 153-220 30 September 2006 
4 221-296 20 December 2006 


INSTRUCTIONS TO BINDER 


The present volume should be bound up as follows: 
Title page, Table of Contents (I-VI), 1-296 
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Applications 

Eudendrium tenellum Allman, 1877 (Cnidaria, Hydrozoa): proposed conservation of 
usage of the specific name by the ee of a neotype. A.C. Marques & 
W. Vervoort . 5 8 

Halipegus occidualis Krull, 1935 aml Falipeees eccentricus Ruihomecs 1939 (Diesnen. 
HEMIURIDAE): proposed conservation of the specific names. D.F. McAlpine. 

Cambalida coriacea Simon, 1909 (Arachnida, Araneae): proposed conservation of the 
specific name by the suppression of Castianeira fulvipes Simon, 1896. C.R. 
Haddad. : 

Cercophonius brcetrecrtins hintetens TNS, 1877 (cannery Or attics iurus 5 Bante: 
tus; Arachnida, Scorpiones): replacement of the holotype by the designation of a 
neotype. L.E. Acosta ; 

Baetis pentaphlebodes Ujhelyi, 1966 (Insecta, Behemeronicr pronase areseiionee 
over Baetis nexus Navas, 1918. M. Sartori & T. Soldan . 

Lachniella tujafilina Del Guercio, 1909 (currently Cinara (Cupr aaah moa iace 
Insecta, Hemiptera, APHIDIDAE): proposed precedence over Lachnus greeni Schout- 
eden, 1905 (currently Cinara (Cupressobium) greeni). Juan M. Nieto Nafria, 
Nicolas Pérez Hidalgo & M.A. Alonso-Zarazaga . : 

Curculio assimilis Paykull, 1792 (currently Ceutorhynchus cag ia ince Calas 
tera): proposed conservation of the specific name. D.V. Alford ‘ 

Staphylinus punctulatus Paykull, 1789 (currently Gyrohypnus punctulatus; itasstiny 
Coleoptera, STAPHYLINIDAE): proposed conservation of the specific name. 
V. Assing . 5 

Buprestis sexsignata Sexy, 1839 (inessten, Coleone: (promosed ppiesedence of the 
specific name over those of Chrysobothris ignipes Gory & Laporte, 1838 and 
Chrysobothris germari Gory & Laporte, 1838. T.C. MacRae : 

Hyloxalus panamensis Dunn, 1933: proposed emendation of spelling from Hy esac 
panamansis (currently Colostethus panamansis; Amphibia, Anura). T. Grant, D.R. 
Frost, Roberto Ibanez D., C.W. Myers & J.M. Savage 

Nectarinia senegalensis cruentata Riippell, 1845 (Aves, Beccenfonmesy: _ proposed 
conservation of the subspecific name. F.D. Steinheimer 


Comments 

On the proposed conservation of the specific name of Helix papillaris Miller, 1774 
(currently Papillifera papillaris; Mollusca, peace F.W. Welter-Schultes; 
M. Holling; E. Gittenberger . : Dspace Oy 
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On the proposed conservation of usage of the name Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856 
(Mollusca, Gastropoda, Prosobranchia, RISSOOIDEA) by ee of Bulimus 
viridis Poiret, 1801 as the type species. E. Gittenberger 

On the proposed precedence of TUBIFICIDAE Vejdovsky, 1876 over. NAIDIDAE 
Ehrenberg, 1828 (Annelida, Clitellata). T. Timm . 

On the proposed reinstatement of the specific name of Seipreare acus lipegecde. 
1803 (currently Tylosurus acus; Teleostei, BELONIDAE). J.S. Nelson, H. Espinosa- 
Perez, L.T. Findley, C.R. Gilbert, R.N. Lea, N.E. Mandrak & J.D. Williams. 

On the proposed conservation of Palamopus E. Hitchcock, 1845 (Ichnotaxa, 
Reptilia?). S.G. Lucas . 


Rulings of the Commission 
OPINION 2133 (Case 3211). CLIONIDAE d’Orbigny, 1851 (Porifera, Hadromerida): 
emended to CLIONAIDAE to remove homonymy with CLIONIDAE Rafinesque, 1815 
(Mollusca, Pteropoda) . 
OPINION 2134 (Case 3316). Hindia Dwinsera, 1879 (Rovteey ‘eonesnvad Bes 
OPINION 2135 (Case 3261). THEBINI Wenz, 1923, MONACHAINAE / MONACHAINI 
Wenz, 1930 (1904), and SPHINCTEROCHILIDAE Zilch, 1960 (1910) (Mollusca, 
Gastropoda): conserved ot Sh yah (Oy ay de Ae RW eS eee, ae 
OPINION 2136 (Case 3311). Bathyporeia elegans Watkin, 1938 (Crustacea, Am- 
phipoda): specific name conserved 
OPINION 2137 (Case 3285). Pemphigus Hentios 1839 (ieesia, iano, APHIDI- 
DAE): conserved. 
OPINION 2138 (Case 3097). polboceras Keroye 1819-(July) (Insecta, Colcapera)n not 
conserved; priority maintained for Odonteus Samouelle, 1819 (June) 2S 
OPINION 2139 (Case 3264). STAPHYLINIDAE Latreille, 1804 (Insecta, Coleoptera): ten 
specific names conserved . Phe eh aeNe kein es ane Ae Bene EAA Ce Sc ac 
OPINION 2140 (Case 3275). Metromenus Sharp, 1884 (Insecta, Coleoptera): usage 
conserved by designation of Dyscolus palmae Blackburn, 1877 as the type species. 
OPINION 2141 (Case 3293). Nicrophorus olidus Matthews, 1888 (Insecta, Coleop- 
tera): given precedence over Nicrophorus quadricollis Gistel, 1848 yee! 
OPINION 2142 (Case 3251). Thereva Latreille, 1797 and Phasia Latreille, 1804 
(Insecta, Diptera): usage conserved by the designation of Musca plebeja Linnaeus, 
1758 as the type species of Thereva . rey ti 
OPINION 2143 (Case 3306). Drosophila Buns Bock & Witeclen 1972 (insects 
Diptera): specific name conserved. Boe tenes 
OPINION 2144 (Case 3282). Thecla azia Eenicont 1873 (iscsi, enidontern 
specific name conserved eae URE te GRE a ene. Tey ae a aan 
OPINION 2145 (Case 3255). Macropodus spechti Schreitmiller, 1936 (Osteichthyes, 
Perciformes): priority maintained. . ~ 
OPINION 2146 (Case 3266). Palaeortyx phestonatetes Milne- Bdtrandis 1869 (Aves, 
Galliformes): usage of the specific name conserved by the designation of a neotype. 


Closed Cases 

Proposed conservation of usage of Dactylozodes Chevrolat, 1838 and D. (Parazodes) 
Cobos, 1959 (Insecta, Coleoptera) by designation of Stigmoderma conjuncta 
Chevrolat, 1838 as the type species of Dactylozodes: case closed . atte 

Proposed conservation of the specific name by retention of the neotype of Gam 
sophaga morenoi Martinez & Villa, 1938 (Mammalia, Chiroptera): case closed 
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Notices . 
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New applications to the Commission ; 

The Code, Copyright and ZooBank — basta the ‘Astanes Breese an Faitonnel 
workshop hosted by the Zoological Society of London, Regent’s Park, London, 
Ist March 2006. A. Polaszek ; 

Summary presentations from the ZeoBank Compost ESA Nae Meeting, Fort 
Lauderdale, Florida, 18 December 2005. A. Polaszek; N.J. Robinson; P. de P. 
Bjorn; R. Pyle; D. Agosti & N.F. Johnson; J.B. Woolley. 


Applications 
Misumena nepenthicola (currently Henriksenia nepenthicola; Arachnida, Araneae, 
THOMISIDAE): proposed attribution of authorship to Pocock (1898). P.T. Lehtinen. 
Colias alfacariensis Ribbe, 1905 (Insecta, Lepidoptera, PIERIDAE): proposed conser- 
vation of the specific name by giving it precedence over three senior subjective 
synonyms. J. Grieshuber, R. Worthy & G. Lamas . spies LT arma 
Celaenorrhinus ratna Fruhstorfer, 1908 (Insecta, equdonen: proposed conserva- 
tion of the specific name. Yu-Feng Hsu, Hideyuki Chiba & Shen-Horn Yen . 
Phalaena croesella Scopoli, 1763 (currently Adela croesella; Insecta, Lepidoptera): 
proposed conservation of usage of the specific name. M.V. Kozlov. ey 
Pseudorthocladius Goetghebuer, 1943 and Mesosmittia Brundin, 1956 (Insecta, 
Diptera, CHIRONOMIDAE): proposed conservation of the generic names. M. Spies. 
Ateles geoffroyi (Mammalia, Primates): proposed attribution of authorship to Kuhl, 
1820. C. Groves, J.J.H. Hines & P.D. Jenkins . : 


Comments 

On the proposed conservation of usage of Oceania Péron & Lesueur, 1810 (Cnidaria, 
Hydrozoa) by the designation of Oceania armata KOlliker, 1853 as the type pes 
M.A. Alonso-Zarazaga . 

On the proposed conservation of the gnaciite m name ai Feelin pamnillert is “Miller, 1774 
(currently Papillifera papillaris; Mollusca, Gastropoda). D. Kadolsky . 

On the proposed conservation of Palamopus E. Hitchcock, 1845 (Ichnotaxa, 
Reptilia?). M. Moser 


Rulings of the Commission 

OPINION 2147 (Case 3263). Octopus hummelincki Adam, 1936 eee ae Cepha- 
lopoda): specific name conserved . reer 

OPINION 2148 (Case 3294). Gynacantha Rambun 1842 ral Tr ientiharay na Selys, 
1883 (Insecta, Odonata): usage conserved by the designation of Gynacantha 
nervosa Rambur, 1842 as the type species of Gynacantha A 

OPINION 2149 (Case 3291). DRomUDAE Bonelli, 1810 (Insecta, Goleaptera: Cmalnet 
dea): emended to DROMIUSIDAE to remove homonymy with DROMIDAE De Haan, 
1833 (Crustacea, Decapoda, Brachyura, Dromioidea) . : 

OPINION 2150 (Case 3317). Scarabaeus arenarius Olivier, 1789 (Gurently Apiaates 
arenarius) and Scarabaeus fasciatus Olivier, 1789 (currently Aphodius fasciatus) 
(Insecta, Coleoptera): specific names conserved 

OPINION 2151 (Case 3295). Eterusia cingala Moote, 1877 (peccras epidomtera) 
specific name conserved : 

OPINION 2152 (Case 3320). Palle santo DRE, 1782 i(insectal Wepidonteray: 
specific name conserved 

OPINION 2153 (Case 3259). Er Pals Tareiiie’ 1804 (niscctas Dipters): ieontnvation 
that the gender is feminine; Musca nemorum Linnaeus, 1758, M. arbustorum 
Linnaeus, 1758 and M. horticola De Geer, 1776 (currently Eristalis nemorum, E. 
arbustorum and E. horticola): usage of the specific names conserved by the 
designation of neotypes Soa ge 
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OPINION 2154 (Case 3290). Platystrophia King, 1850 (Brachiopoda, Orthida): 
usage conserved by designation of Porambonites costata Pander, 1830 as the type 
species . 

OPINION 2155 (Case 3235). Sileroariivs Wacker 1891 (ennoides icymocratday a not 
conserved; priority maintained for Gammarocrinites Quenstedt, 1857 . 


Information and Instructions for Authors 


Notices . : : 
New applications to the jommiccion 


Applications 

Gigantopecten Rovereto, 1899 and Lissochlamys Sacco, 1897 (Mollusca, Bivalvia, 
PECTINIDAE): proposed conservation. T.R. Waller & M. Bongrain 

Heliacus d@’Orbigny, 1842 (Mollusca, ane os Ber conservation. R. Bicler 
& R.E. Petit . 

Oncopus Thorell, 1876 an ONCOPODIDAE Tihorell 1876 (Acacia, Opilliones): 
proposed conservation. P.J. Schwendinger & J. Martens . ‘ 

Trachys Fabricius, 1801 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed fixation of the eating 
gender of the genus and the form of derivation of family-group names based on 
Trachys. S. Bily & V. Kuban : 

Gnorimus Le Peletier de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1928 anal Ounnderna Le Peletier 
de Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed conservation of 
the generic names. F.-T. Krell, A. Ballerio, A.B.T. Smith & P. Audisio . : 

Rana ocellata Linnaeus, 1758 (currently Leptodactylus ocellatus; Amphibia, Anura): 
proposed conservation of usage of the specific name by the designation of a 
neotype. W.R. Heyer, U. Caramaschi & R.O. de Sa ak ow hiss: IPO 

Chelodina rugosa Ogilby, 1890 (currently Macrochelodina rugosa; Reptilia, 
Testudines): proposed precedence over Chelodina oblonga Gray, 1841. S.A. 
Thomson . 

Pachy ramphus Gray, 1840 (res, Passoritfonmes)e aropaned eoneemetiion oft usage ai 
the generic name. S.M.S. Gregory, E.C. Dickinson & F.D. Steinheimer . 


Comments 

On the proposed conservation of usage of the specific name of Eudendrium tenellum 
Allman, 1877 (Cnidaria, yee) bythe designation of a aul P. Schuchert; 
A.C. Marques . 

On the proposed conservation of the spate 7 nate at Helix papilaris Miiller, 
1774 (currently ae TED aS Mollusca, Gastropoda). F. Giusti & G. 
Manganelli : 

On the proposed conservation on the specific name ot Cornhole coriacea ) Simon, 
1909 (Arachnida, Araneae) by the suppression of Castianeira fulvipes Simon, 1896. 
O. Kraus . 

On the proposed precedence oe the epeciicn name ii Buen estis Reena Say, 1839 
(Insecta, Coleoptera) over those of Chrysobothris ignipes Gory & Laporte, 1838 
and Chrysobothris germari Gory & Laporte, 1838. R.L. Westcott F 

On the proposed conservation of the specific name of Celaenorrhinus ratna 
Fruhstorfer, 1908 (Insecta, Lepidoptera). R. de Jong . 

On the proposed conservation of Palamopus E. Hitchcock, “1845 (gms, 
Reptilia?). E.C. Rainforth. 
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Rulings of the Commission 

OPINION 2156 (Case 3262). Nautilus spengleri Gmelin, 1791 (currently Calcarina 
spengleri) and Calcarina hispida Brady, 1876 (Foraminiferida): usage of the specific 
names conserved by the designation of a replacement neotype for Nautilus 
spengleri : 

OPINION 2157 (Case 3309). Rowen Onoy & Cetienenedl, 1827: usage Gonesnrede 
Desmophyes annectens Haeckel, 1888 and Rosacea Bae Bigelow, 1911: 
conserved (Cnidaria, Siphonophora) : ak Asean yest 

OPINION 2158 (Case 3324). Tramea Hagen, 1861 (ieasin, @donatay: conserved . 

OPINION 2159 (Case 3072). Crioceris Geoffroy, 1762, Lilioceris Reitter, 1912 and 
other genus-group names with the suffix -ceris in the family CHRYSOMELIDAE 
(Insecta, Coleoptera): Official Correction of gender to feminine . : 

OPINION 2160 (Case 3280). Melitaea nycteis Doubleday, 1847 an Ghose 
nycteis; Insecta, Lepidoptera): specific name conserved ieee ati es 


Nomenclatural Review 

Mammal Species of the World. A taxonomic and geographic reference. 2005. Don E. 
Wilson & DeeAnn M. Reeder (Eds.). Ed. 3, 2 vols., 2142 pp. Johns Hopkins 
University Press, Baltimore. ISBN 0-8018-8221-4. Anthea Gentry : 


Information and Instructions for Authors 


Notices . : : 

New applications to the Commission 

Election of members of the International @onmccionte on ieolorical NGmencliture 
Financial Report for 2005 


Applications 

Obovaria Rafinesque, 1819 (Mollusca, Bivalvia): proposed conservation of usage by 
designation of Unio retusa Lamarck, 1819 as the type species of Obovaria. A.E. 
Bogan, J.D. Williams & J.T. Garner : 

Cherax tenuimanus Smith, 1912 (Crustacea, Deena PARASTAGTONE): mropored 
conservation of usage of the specific name. B.W. Molony, B. Jones, C.S. Lawrence 
& V.A. Gouteff. Hey eae 

Tydeus Koch, 1836 (Acari): proposed desiiganfon of By os sneer Onderens, 
1928 as the type species. H.M. Andre & A. Kazmierski . 

Germarostes Paulian, 1982 and Haroldostes Paulian, 1982 Gnesi, Coleoptera 
SCARABAEIDAE): proposed conservation. H.F. Howden . : 

The ichnogenus Coprinisphaera Sauer, 1955 (Ichnotaxa, Insecta, Cslaonien, COPRINI- 
SPHAERIDAE): proposed conservation. J.F. Genise, J.H. Laza & A.K. Rindsberg . 

Cisseis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1839 and Curis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 
1838 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed conservation. C.L. Bellamy sae 

Curculio contractus Marsham, 1802 (currently Ceutorhynchus contractus, Insecta, 
Coleoptera): proposed conservation of the specific name. M.G. Morris . : 

Productus compressus Waagen, 1884 (currently Compressoproductus compressus; 
Brachiopoda): proposed conservation of the specific name. M. Sone 

Schizechinus Pomel, 1869 (Echinodermata, Echinoidea): proposed conservation oF 
usage by suppression of Echinus serresii Des Moulins, 1837 and designation of 
Psammechinus serresii Desor, 1856 as the type species. A. Kroh & A.B. Smith 


Calamaria H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827 (Reptilia, Serpentes): proposed conservation of 


usage by designation of C. /innaei H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827 as the SHYRS species. J.M. 
Savage & C.W. Myers . Shire oe a eee : 
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Comments 

On the proposed conservation of the specific name of Curculio assimilis Paykull, 1792 
(currently Ceutorhynchus assimilis; Insecta, Coleoptera). I.H. Williams 

On the proposed fixation of the feminine gender of the genus Trachys Fabricius, 1801 
(Insecta, Coleoptera) and the form of derivation of ee -group names based on 
Trachys. C.L. Bellamy . : 

On the proposed conservation of fine generic names leronres le Peletier me 
Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828 and Osmoderma Le Peletier de Saint- a & 
Serville, 1828 (Insecta, Coleoptera). R.E. Woodruff; P. Arnaud . : f 

On the proposed conservation of the specific name of Celaenorrhinus ratna 
Fruhstorfer, 1908 (Insecta, Lepidoptera). A.L. Devyatkin 


Rulings of the Commission 

OPINION 2161 (Case 3321). Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856 (Gastropoda, 
Prosobranchia, RISSOOIDEA): usage conserved by the eee of Bulimus viridis 
Poiret, 1801 as the type species. 

OPINION 2162 (Case 3314). Stegopterus TBovameixis & Schau, 1340 and ‘Tr ‘tlhe 
tinus Casey, 1915 (Insecta, Coleoptera, SCARABAEIDAE): conserved SOE 
OPINION 2163 (Case 3329). Mycetoporus forticornis Fauvel, 1875 Gissain, 
Coleoptera): specific name given precedence over Mycetoporus aequalis Thomson, 

1868 . 

OPINION 2164 (Gace 3328). Didelphis Dineen. 1758 (Mietntneitin, SOTA) 
gender corrected to feminine, and Cryptotis Pomel, 1848 (Mammalia, sorIciDAE): 
gender fixed as masculine . : 

OPINION 2165 (Case 3327). Amyot, Metaien mononymique (1845- 1847): correction 
to Opinion 686. PR eR ah a i aN hits 5 


Indexes etc. 

Authors in volume 63 (2006) : 

Names and works placed on Official Lists arid Indexes! or -anendea in pales af the 
Commission published in volume 63 (2006) . 

Key names in Applications and Comments published in volume 63 (2006) . 

Information and Instructions for Authors 

Publication dates and pagination of volume 63 (2006). 

Instructions to binder . 

Table of Contents of volume 63 (2006) 
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OPINION 2163 (Case 3329). Mycetoporus forticornis Fauvel, 1875 (Insecta, 
Coléoptera): specific name given precedence over Mycetoporus aequalis Thomson, 
1868 . 

OPINION 2164 (Case 3328). Didelnne Tannaeus. 1758 (Mammalia SIDEMAN 
gender corrected to feminine, and Cryptotis Pomel, 1848 (Mammalia, sorICcIDAE): 
gender fixed as masculine . : See 

OPINION 2165 (Case 3327). gate Werden mononymique 1845 1847) feonrection 
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Authors in volume 63 (2006) , 

Names and works placed on Official Lists and itaglexes or ommended in malnee of the 
Commission published in volume 63 (2006) . F : 

Key names in Applications and Comments published in wolecne a) (2006) . 

Information and Instructions for Authors 

Publication dates and pagination of volume 63 (2006). 

Instructions to binder . Me ne 

Table of Contents of volume 63 (2006) 


coxress lM 


Notices . ‘ 

New siapliontfion to the Commission 

Election of members of the International Chrnmieston « on Zeist iNowsce levine 
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Applications 

Obovaria Rafinesque, 1819 (Mollusca, Bivalvia): proposed conservation of usage by 
designation of Unio retusa Lamarck, 1819 as the te species of Obovaria. A.E. 
Bogan, J.D. Williams & J.T. Garner 

Cherax tenuimanus Smith, 1912 (Crustacea, Disensnde, SARAGTACIDAE propor 
conservation of usage of the specific name. B.W. Molony, B. Jones, C.S. Lawrence 
& V.A. Gouteff. : 

Tydeus Koch, 1836 (Acar): arapesed dosisnaizor of Tide onaiinilers Grcemcne 
1928 as the type species. H.M. André & A. Kazmierski . 

Germarostes Paulian, 1982 and Haroldostes Paulian, 1982 (mescia. Coleoptera 
SCARABAEIDAE): proposed conservation. H.F. Howden . : 

The ichnogenus Coprinisphaera Sauer, 1955 (Ichnotaxa, Insecta, Goleontems COPRINI- 
SPHAERIDAE): proposed conservation. J.F. Genise, J.H. Laza & A.K. Rindsberg . 

Cisseis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 1839 and Curis Gory & Laporte de Castelnau, 
1838 (Insecta, Coleoptera): proposed conservation. C.L. Bellamy 

Curculio contractus Marsham, 1802 (currently Ceutorhynchus contractus; imeeees 
Coleoptera): proposed conservation of the specific name. M.G. Morris . ; 

Productus compressus Waagen, 1884 (currently Compressoproductus compressus; 
Brachiopoda): proposed conservation of the specific name. M. Sone . 

Schizechinus Pomel, 1869 (Echinodermata, Echinoidea): proposed conservation a 
usage by suppression of Echinus serresii Des Moulins, 1837 and designation of 
Psammechinus serresti Desor, 1856 as the type species. A. Kroh & A.B. Smith 

Calamaria H. Boie in F. Boie, 1827 (Reptilia, Serpentes): proposed conservation of 
usage by designation of C. /imnaei H. Boie in F. Bote, 1827 as the oe species. J.M. 
Savage & C.W. Myers . SESS Nes tor a eR ‘ 


Comments 

On the proposed conservation of the specific name of Curculio assimilis Paykull, 1792 
(currently Ceutorhynchus assimilis; Insecta, Coleoptera). I.H. Williams 

On the proposed fixation of the feminine gender of the genus Trachys Fabricius, 1301 
(Insecta, Coleoptera) and the form of derivation of ee -group names based on 
Trachys. C.L. Bellamy . f 

On the proposed conservation of ihe 5 generic names Giernas. ie Peletier ds 
Saint-Fargeau & Serville, 1828 and Osmoderma Le Peletier de Saint- eee & 
Serville, 1828 (Insecta, Coleoptera). R.E. Woodruff; P. Arnaud . : : 

On the proposed conservation of the specific name of Celaenorrhinus ratna 
Fruhstorfer, 1908 (Insecta, Lepidoptera). A.L. Devyatkin 


Rulings of the Commission 

OPINION 2161 (Case 3321). Bythinella Moquin-Tandon, 1856 (Gastropoda, 
Prosobranchia, RISSOOIDEA): usage conserved by the oa of Bulimus viridis 
Poiret, 1801 as the type species. 

OPINION 2162 (Case 3314). Stegopterus Eire sien & Sesamnte “1840 aid Tr saline 
tinus Casey, 1915 (Insecta, Coleoptera, sCARABAEIDAE): conserved 


| 


Page 
221 
221 


222 
224 


226 


231 
236 
239 
243 
247 
251 


255 
259 


267 


274 


274 


278 


Continued on Inside Back Cover 


Printed in the United Kingdom by Henry Ling Limited, at the Dorset Press, Dorchester, DT] 1HD 


Seat 
bien he 
sherri 


SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION LIBRARIES 


~ Tim 


3 9088 01293 0897 


